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ABSTRACT

Using a sample of children from divorced homes, the current study agbeseffects of
family relationship variables on romantic outcomes in young adulthood, througtfltiemce of
several individual-level variables. In particular, children’s copiffigafy and peer competence
are examined as mediators of the effects of parenting and interpaweritiat on children's later
romantic involvement and relationship quality. Assessments occurred dhiidigood, when
children were between the ages of nine and 12, in adolescence, when childragesetb to 18,
and in young adulthood, when children were ages 24 to 27, spanning a period of 15 years.
Childhood and adolescent variables were measured using child- and mothedai&pand
young adult measures were completed by the young adults and their romantic p@reer
model was tested using all participants in the sample, regardlesettfavthey were
romantically involved in young adulthood, and revealed that maternal warmth inaddidvas
linked with children's coping efficacy six years later, which was matgirelhted to an
increased likelihood of being romantically involved and to decreased roraftattbment at the
15-year follow-up. A model with only the participants who were romantigaigived in young
adulthood also revealed a link between childhood maternal warmth and copiagyeific
adolescence, which was then marginally related to increased romaisteccéan and to
confidence in the romantic relationship in young adulthood. Marginal mediat®ala@found
for several of the proposed paths, and there was little evidence to suppaliffpeences
between males and females. Implications of the present findings éarchswvith children from
divorced families and the development of preventive interventionssmesgied. In particular,
parenting, interparental conflict, peer competence, and coping efficaexamined as
modifiable targets for change and existing preventive interventinpkging these targets are

described.
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Introduction
Prevalence and impact of parental divorce on childi@rorce has become increasingly

prevalent in the United States, such that approximately 14% of childnemtty reside in

separated or divorced homes (US Census Bureau, 2005). Bumpass & Lu (2000) have &dditional

predicted that 34% of children will experience parental divorce byrtieethey are 16 years old.
Studies have consistently shown links between divorce and child well-beinghatichitdren
from divorced families exhibit more internalizing, externalizing, jp¢esonal, and academic
problems than do children from two-parent families (Amato & Keith, 1991atAn2001).
Children from divorced families are also more likely to have clilyiesagnificant mental health
problems and to use mental health services than children from non-divorcedsfamil
(Hetherington et al., 1998). Youth who have experienced parental divorce reptet tgreels of
alcohol and drug use (Hoffmann & Johnson, 1998), are more likely to drop out of sclicarean
more likely to experience teen childbirth than are youth from non-divoereitiéds (McLanahan,
1999). For example, an analysis by McLanahan (1999) found that adolescents/traradli
families had school dropout rates of 31% and teen pregnancy rates of 33%pand 31%,
respectively, for adolescents from non-divorced families. Some sthdie also shown that
divorce is related to increased physical health problems in childrerdaleseents (Dawson,
1991; Troxel & Matthews, 2004).

Lasting effects of parental divorce on adult well-beilighile most children are resilient
following parental divorce and adapt well to the transition from childhooduithadd, for some
children, parental divorce exerts a lasting negative impact on adustéint. Resilience can be
conceptualized as the environmental and personal resources teabsawilitate the process of
healthy adaptation to stressful life events and protect one from th@pieelt of mental health

and other significant problems (Luthar, 2003; Rutter, 1990; Sandler, Wolchik, & A@08).



For those who do not adapt well, parental divorce in childhood is associ#tedimically
significant depression, anxiety, conduct problems, and substance abudéiooadeven when
controlling for factors such as pre-divorce adversities, history of psydtapgy, and SES
(Chase-Lansdale et al., 1995; Kessler et al., 1997; Hope et al., 1998). Tleneeef divorce

in childhood has been linked to multiple adverse health outcomes in adulthaadgapdivorce
prior to the age of 21 is related to an increase in mortality risk by 44% wéhen accounting for
variables such as child temperament and the child’s own divorce (Bzlwval., 1995). Parental
divorce is also associated with lower academic and occupational achigveradulthood, both
compared to offspring who lived in a single-parent household due to the deathprent
(Biblarz & Gottainer, 2000) and to children from two-parent househ@uSonnor et al., 1999).
In addition, adults who experienced parental divorce in childhood have been showndaearn
incomes and hold less prestigious jobs than their peers from continuousiyeniamilies (Sun

& Li, 2008).

There is also evidence that children who experienced parental dinaricédhood have
more difficulty accomplishing developmentally-salient tasks @ir timterpersonal relationships.
In particular, children of divorce tend to experience more problems imatthelt relationships
with parents, peers, and romantic partners (Zill et al., 1993; Kunz, 2001 &niooth, 1991).
Jacquet & Surra (2001) found parental divorce to be related to lesandusiore conflict and
ambivalence in the romantic relationships of young adults. Interestinglggsiender
differences emerged, such that these results were found for women frooedifamilies
regardless of whether their partner had come from a divorced family,rbuefowas only found
when both they and their partners had experienced parental divorce in childhatadlySin
study by Chen et al. (2006) found that young women from divorced families experiemiged m

conflict in their romantic relationships than did females from non-didbfamilies. Interestingly,



the authors discovered that the romantic relationships of maledessradversely affected, such
that men from divorced families endorsed lower levels of romantic cotifan did men from
non-divorced households.

Many studies indicate that children of divorce are also at an etkxiak for
experiencing problems in their later marriages. Webster, Orbuch, & HAS®) fdbund that
even when controlling for age, ethnicity, gender, and education, children fronsetivfamilies
were more likely to report marital problems than children from non-d&¢bhomes. Amato &
DeBoer (2001) found that parental divorce approximately doubled the likelihdoaffg@ing’s
own marriages would end in divorce. According to a study by Bumpass, Martimeé&t $1991),
females are especially vulnerable: women who experienced parewotaedin childhood were at
a 70% greater risk of experiencing marital problems than were daugiiase parents did not
divorce. This phenomenon is called the intergenerational transmisiororce, and has ample
empirical support in the literature (Amato, 1996; D’'Onofrio et al., 2007 ttdrhet al., 2008;
Wolfinger, 2000). According to this theory, there is a strong associativedetparental divorce
and the marital dissolution of offspring that occurs in both firstiated marriages (Amato, 1996;
Amato & DeBoer, 2001). lllustratively, Amato (1996) found that the risk for divamcreased by
69% for wives if their parents had divorced and by 189% if both partners’ paeghtivorced. It
is interesting to note that the increased likelihood of divorce isfapchaving experienced the
divorce of parents, and is not found for children who grew up in families with higls lef
interparental conflict (Amato, 1996; Amato & DeBoer, 2001; O’Connor et al., 1998t0Viet
al., 2008). While there is evidence to show that parental divorce isatsshwiith interpersonal
relationship problems in adulthood, particularly with romantic partnezes tire conflicting

views on the processes which lead children from divorced families toogesieth problems.



Theories of the Mechanisms by Which Parental Divorce Impacts Offspring’s Romanti
Relationships

Two processes that have been proposed to account for the development of romantic
relationship problems in adult children of divorce are children’s expdsunterparental conflict
and the quality of parenting they received. This section will revievhn@y and evidence
concerning the role played by each of these processes in the romantiasalps of young
adults who experienced parental divorce in childhood.

Interparental conflict. Many theories have been proposed to elucidate the mechanisms
through which parental divorce can lead to negative outcomes for n§fs@me such theory that
attempts to explain the link between parental divorce and offspring’s nemelationship
problems emphasizes the role played by children’s exposure to intense, fiatprpatrental
conflict. Studies have found that the time immediately following sdparahd divorce is often
plagued by conflict between parents, and for approximately 10% of fantilieiterparental
conflict continues for years after (Hetherington, 1999; Kelly & Emery, 2DbR;coby et al.,
1993). Persistent interparental conflict is associated with numerousveegzcomes for
children, including mental health and other adjustment problems and poor romatitoships
later in life (Davies & Cummings, 1994; Doucet & Aseltine, 2003; Kelly &lEym2003; Kirk,
2002). One way in which children’s romantic relationships can be impactedeoyadrental
conflict following divorce is conceptualized in the framework of sociahieg. In general,
Bandura (1962) suggested that children learn appropriate behavior through abrsefvathers
and employ these behaviors in their own relationships. Within the familgxtpohildren’s
exposure to the interactions that occur within the marital relationstilgdtes the development
of relationship scripts that dictate expectations of their own ittteres with the opposite sex

(Emery, 1982; Feldman, Gowen, & Fisher, 1998; O’Leary, 1988).



Some researchers have hypothesized that the same maladaptive onefgmrisaviors
that caused the dissolution of the marriage will be modeled for ehitdirdivorce, and thus these
individuals are exposed to inappropriate models of spousal roles (GlenangeK 1987). For
children who have witnessed parental interactions characterized by hostitiggsive criticism,
and a general lack of conflict resolution, there may be a transmissianilefr shaladaptive
interpersonal behaviors that is detrimental to their romantic netdtips (Caspi & Elder, 1988;
Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1998). For example, it has been suggested that childretnshs wi
unresolved interparental conflict may develop low levels of perceivedeffin resolving their
own romantic relationship conflict, which could then contribute to relatipnsiblems or
dissolution (Cui, Fincham, & Pasley, 2008). Some theorists also argue tHegrtkiobservation
of frequent and intense interparental conflict may be related to thaie fimability to negotiate
interpersonal conflicts and difficulty regulating negative affiecesponse to such conflict
(Kennedy, Bolger, & Shrout, 2002). In particular, Fite et al. (2008) theorizedtihditen’s
observation of hostile marital conflict would be associated with bgzssere to proactive
conflict resolution strategies and the acquisition of more agigeesesponses to interpersonal
conflict.

There is ample empirical support for social learning theory in swdiamining the
impact of interparental conflict on children of divorce. Hayashi §cltand (1998) found that
among young adult children of divorced parents, those who also reported mwgriesguent
interparental conflict in childhood also endorsed fears of being abandonedr patheers and
expressed feelings of jealousy. Mullett & Stolberg (2002) also found thatesanplvhich the
woman'’s parents had divorced endorsed using less constructive comioarbehiaviors and
greater withdrawal from and avoidance of conflict. However, thisteffas not found in couples

in which the male partner’s parents had divorced; these couples didfapsjhificantly from



couples in which both partners came from non-divorced families. A study compatdmgedi
and non-divorced families found that among all offspring currently involved inppyhr@mantic
relationships, the adult children of divorce endorsed more problemoatiict resolution
behaviors, including shouting during arguments and allowing conflict to estalphysical
aggression, than did the adult children from two-parent familieb$W¥e Orbuch, & House,
1995). The findings of these studies suggest that offspring of divorce magdsed to more
problematic marital interactions in childhood and thus develop less aglaptivnunication and
conflict resolution skills, which may then contribute to poor romastationship quality (Caspi
& Elder, 1988). Other studies employing both self-report and behavioral otisealanethods
have reported similar findings (e.g., Sanders, Halford, & Behrens, 1999).

Some studies suggest that a consideration of both parental maritabsththe degree of
interparental conflict is necessary to explain offspring’s later ntimautcomes. Specifically,
Long (1987) found that the effects of interparental conflict on young women’<tioediof
whether or not they would marry and the quality of their future marriageened significantly
when parental marital status was taken into account. Similarly, Herfoap&ey (2002) found
parental divorce in childhood to be linked with young adults’ deficient romaotienunication,
especially for women. Notably, the authors found interparental confgardless of parental
marital status, to be related to poorer communication across all edafeonships, including
those that were romantic in nature. Taken together, the resulissef $tudies emphasize the need
to simultaneously measure both interparental conflict and parentatelivat to consider them
separate constructs. Unfortunately, a number of studies interpret panarital status as an
indicator of the level of interparental conflict (e.g., Websteru®nb& House, 1995), although
evidence clearly indicates that divorce is not always accompaniedtieliels of conflict (e.g.,

Amato & Booth, 1996).



Parenting and the parent-child relationshipnother body of literature focuses on
parenting and the parent-child relationship as the key processes by at&otapdivorce in
childhood influences later romantic relationships. It is well-documengddiivorce is associated
with deficits in parenting and lower-quality parent-child relationshiysuding diminished
warmth and supportiveness, inconsistent discipline, and a lack of effestivaunication
(Astone & McLanahan, 1991; Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1985; Simons & Johnson, 1996).
Parental socialization theory proposes that problematic parentiogihg divorce negatively
impacts children’s later romantic relationship quality, througkffects on the development of
romantic competence (Amato, 1996; Burns & Dunlop, 2000). This perspective epeghhsi
role of parenting in actively teaching children the necessarg $&illesolve conflict, regulate
emotion, and build interpersonal trust (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Researchersutgaed that
the optimal balance of parental support combined with opportunities to devedopray is
central to the development of relationship competence and a greater pyofoemsitnantic
intimacy (e.g., Collins & Sroufe, 1999; Gray & Steinberg, 1999).

Indeed, Baumrind (1967; 1991) concluded from her studies that three dimensions of
parenting, including warmth/supportiveness, monitoring, and the encouragemetanainay,
are integrally linked to the development of children’s interpersonal cempetthe maintenance
of healthy relationships, and the absence of problem behaviors (BaumrindvViEgebpy &
Martin, 1983). In addition, there is evidence to suggest that parentswvefigttioach” children
through the emotion regulation process, provide negative or positive reaotemstional
expression, and offer specific strategies for regulating emotion, all ofiwbitribute to
successful interpersonal interactions (e.g., Morris et al., 2007). If parenoverly harsh,
critical, or rejecting, it is speculated that children will lack @bdity to regulate emotion

effectively and will therefore experience more relationship probléContreras et al., 2000).



Hostile or ineffective parenting is not the only mechanism through whitdrehimay be taught
maladaptive interpersonal behaviors; there is a similar body @itlitersuggesting that an
overall lack of parental socialization, often due to divorce, exertslgagigdtimental effects. For
example, it has been proposed that deficits in parental supervision and contootiduabsence
of one parent can be damaging to the child’s later ability to form andamasuiccessful
romantic relationships, possibly through the lack of assistance withsalgtction and decreased
parental support in the initial stages of young adults’ romantic relatmsi6Amato, 1993; Glenn
& Kramer, 1987; Webster, Orbuch & House, 1995).

Like socialization theory, attachment theory emphasizes the roleesftivey in
impacting children’s later romantic involvement. In addition, this the@ldramework also
suggests that the parent-child relationship influences childremantic outcomes. Specifically,
Bowlby (1958; 1988; 1989) posited that within the context of children’s eadjionships with
their caregivers, internal working models or mental representatfostationships are formed
and continuously influence children’s beliefs, emotions, behavior, and expecthtimasbeen
suggested that parenting consisting of support, sensitivity, and warmso@ated with children
who are more secure and comfortable in exploring their environments. Conveasehits who
are inconsistent, hostile, or rejecting tend to have children whoseeure and less successful at
developing autonomy. Over time, children’s representations of thdioredhips with parents
become the framework for their experiences in future romanticaesiips, such that these
models determine their comfort with intimacy and commitment and theityabikrust and
maintain openness with their romantic partners (Black & Schutte, 20€6liner & Shaver,
2007; Owens et al., 1995). Thus, attachment theory emphasizes the implicBbotisthe
parenting provided and the quality of the bi-directional relationship betthegrarent and child

for children’s later outcomes.



Although these theorists emphasize the strong implications theseeaeljences have
for later relationships, it is important to note that current ggpees in relationships may modify
or shape the developmental trajectory so that early attachment bonds dielyatistate later
outcomes (Dinero et al., 2008; Roisman et al., 2002; Simpson et al., 2007). In this ways partner
who are trusting, supportive, and responsive may foster relationshipig@turdividuals who
were previously classified as insecure. Attachment theory furitliaraites that the role of parents
as primary attachment figures in childhood shifts to peers in adolesaghca gradual
replacement by a romantic partner in early adulthood (Feeney, 2004; Fraleysg 397,

Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Hazan & Zeifman, 1994). Hazan & Shaver (1990) argued thaea secur
romantic attachment in adulthood includes a healthy balance betwiesscinend autonomy,

such that the individual can sustain a comfortable degree of clesgite® romantic partner but

is able to also maintain emotional independence. Insecure attaclameaksracterized by a
disruption in that balance, such that either the individual becomes over-depamgantners at

the expense of personal autonomy or sacrifices emotional closeness wigngiaran attempt to
foster independence.

There is ample evidence to suggest that post-divorce parenting andatieqgbéid
relationship have important implications for the outcomes of offspringnBtance, it is well-
established that positive parent-child relationships following devare positively associated
with children’s short- and long-term adjustment (e.g., Forgatch, Pattersonni@e§ki988;
Summers et al., 1998). Furthermore, several intervention studies have fdysastiarogram
improvements in parenting account for decreases in adjustment probleEwéng parental
divorce (Forgatch & DeGarmo, 1999; Wolchik et al., 1993; 2000; Zhou et al., 2008). Most
relevant to the current investigation, some studies find that positbtaljp@rce parenting and

high-quality parent-child relationships can buffer children from theldpreent of negative
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romantic outcomes later in life. For example, a study by Crowell, Trebouxo&kBieyer (2009)
found that among young adults who experienced parental divorce in childhood, bweene
characterized as securely attached in adulthood were less likelgkta slivorce in the early
years of marriage. Given the consistent finding that attachmenfficlatésns within the
individual are consistent from childhood to adulthood (e.g., Waters et al., 200@parithe
interpreted as support for the proposition that the early parent-chitibnship contributes to
later romantic attachment, which can serve as a buffer that profesgisng from later divorce.
Other studies have found that adults who classify their attachrgmastinsecure were more
likely to have experienced parental divorce in childhood (Hazan & Sh&®&f; $ummers et al.,
1998), suggesting that parental divorce is associated with negative roattadionent
outcomes. Sprecher, Cate, & Levin (1998) similarly found that adult femaleriofj of divorced
parents were less likely to endorse a secure attachment style antikedgrto exhibit avoidant
attachment, as compared to adult females that did not experience paremta. diowever,
males who were raised in divorced and never-divorced families did featiditheir levels of
secure or avoidant attachment. Importantly, few studies have diexettyined parent-child
attachment as a factor that explains the link between parental darwagfspring’s negative
romantic outcomes. King (2002) found that the effect of parental divorce on youtig adility
to trust romantic partners became nonsignificant once the quality of jaai@estcent
relationships was taken into account, suggesting that parentalediwascinfluence children’s
later romantic relationships through its impact on the parentsiddonship.

In addition, a few studies have directly examined the contribution of parental
socialization to the later romantic relationships of children afrde. For example, Reese-Weber
& Bartle-Haring (1998) found that conflict resolution strategies eygu during mother-

adolescent and father-adolescent interactions predicted readtitategies used by the
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adolescents during conflicts with romantic partners. These findings Ggplied to adolescents
from both divorced and non-divorced families (Reese-Weber & Kahn, 2005). Amatq (1996
additionally found problematic interpersonal behaviors to mediate #rgémterational
transmission of divorce. Specifically, he identified excessiverahgstility, and communication
deficits as the mechanisms responsible for the increased likelihoaatitdirdissolution
experienced by children of divorced parents, and he attributed the deeealopithese
maladaptive interpersonal behaviors to poor parental socializatioortulmdtely, this hypothesis
has not been tested.

Joint contributions of interparental conflict, parenting, and the parent-cleilationship.
Fewer studies have tested the relations among these family contextables and romantic
outcomes in one comprehensive study, and those that have done so have testepdtiese sy
in non-divorced families. For example, Conger et al. (2001) tested a prespeotel assessing
the impact of both interparental conflict and parenting on offspring’sraeantic outcomes.
They found parenting, but not interparental conflict, to impact particigates interpersonal
competence, which in turn affected the quality of their romantitoakhips. In the 2005 study,
Donnellan, Larsen-Rife, and Conger extended these findings to a later peraashgfadulthood,
using the same sample and also controlling for individual differenqesrsonality traits. In their
longitudinal study, Whitton et al. (2008) found that both interparental conflict atitithas
family interactions during adolescence predicted men's poorer nesrddgyears later, mediated
through the effects of hostility in their marital interactions.

A related group of studies assessed the meditational pathway leading frqrareriéal
relationship variables to offspring’s romantic outcomes, through the meohaf parenting or
the parent-child relationship. These studies also included only non-divarodig$. In addition,

these investigations relied on cross-sectional data or assessepeamifig &spects of the
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interparental, parent-child, or romantic relationship, or measured onlgificpemponent of
parenting. For example, Steinberg, Davila, & Fincham (2006) tested adolgsts2r@ttachment
security with parents as a mediator of the effects of interpaieniélict on girls’ current
romantic experiences and expectations for future romantic relationshifmgtunately, the study
was cross-sectional, a more inclusive measure of the parent-catidmship was not included,
and actual romantic outcomes in young adulthood were not assessed. Similarfy&Scha
Mayseless (2001) found parent-child relationships to mediate theseffguarents’ reported
marital satisfaction on young men’s capacity for romantic intinfiagy years later. Although this
study was longitudinal, it did not capture the level of interparental coirflthe variable
assessing parental marital satisfaction and only measured #Hwtgdpr intimacy as a romantic
outcome.

Other studies assessed whether the interparental relationskeipt-glaiid relationship, or
parenting received by child was more strongly predictive of childrentsrtate@ntic outcomes,
but many of the same limitations apply. For instance, Feldman, Gowen, & Fisher (1998)
measured both parenting and parents’ marital satisfaction as prediadispahg’s romantic
intimacy six years later and found both authoritative parenting and mothasitalreatisfaction
to be related to intimacy in the young adults’ romantic relationships. hitteeiScharf &
Mayseless (2001) study, parental marital satisfaction cannot seaweiradicator of the level of
conflict and intimacy does not encompass all relevant aspects of romantiement. Darling
et al. (2008) assessed the effects of both interparental conflict and adoéagcent conflict on
conflict behaviors employed in adolescents' romantic relationships, anddonsidtency in
physical aggression across parent-child and romantic settings. Fuotbethe authors found that
conflict resolution behaviors employed in the interparental relatipmgtre related to the same

behaviors used by adolescents in their interactions with romantic parthensmaay of the
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other studies, the assessments were cross-sectional and broadeesrafaslationship quality
were not administered. In addition, all of the aforementioned studies édlchrdy non-divorced
families, and children of divorce are an especially important popual&di study, given their
increased risk for developing adjustment and interpersonal problenudtérapersist into
adulthood (e.g., Amato & Keith, 1991; Kessler et al., 1997).

Reese-Weber & Kahn (2005) compared divorced and non-divorced familiesristudy
assessing parent-child conflict resolution behaviors as a mediater i@lation between
interparental conflict and children's romantic conflict resolution Weha They found that the
mediational model applied to participants from both family types, but onlgenohild conflict
behaviors served as a mediator. Importantly, this study was cross-sectmbaskassed only
current parent-child and interparental relationship functioning. In additionuodigrgraduate
students' perceptions of all constructs were measured. Lastly, comprelmeeasures of the
parent-child and romantic relationships were not obtained, and thregs@n to speculate that
relationship quality is derived of more than conflict resolution. Sifgil&tayashi & Strickland
(1998) found in their study of young adult children of divorce that retrospeefpegts of
interparental conflict and a positive parent-child relationship ildichod predicted satisfaction,
intimacy, and trust within the context of the current romantic oelahip. Although this study
assessed the quality of parent-child and interparental relationsHipmedevelopment, it was
done retrospectively. This study was also cross-sectional.

Limitations of existing studiesSeveral limitations in the literature reviewed above
prevent one from generating firm conclusions regarding the role of divarfiict; parenting,
and parent-child relationships in the development of romantic relatpmgtor instance, many of
these studies are cross-sectional and include only retrospectivis i@ifamily relationships in

childhood (e.g., Hayashi & Strickland, 1998; Toomey & Nelson, 2001). It has beentsdgihes
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retrospective data is often influenced by current experience, whichesialy in biased reports
(Brewin, Andrews, & Gotlib, 1993). Cross-sectional studies also prohibit catesarines, due
to the lack of temporal precedence in the measurement of variabléerfote, a number of
these studies employed the reports of only one informant to assesetpararital and parent-
child relationships and parenting (e.g., Reese-Weber & Bartle-Haring, 1988)ugh it seems
reasonable that the individual's perception of a relationship or ofifragenas the greatest
impact on his or her later behaviors and outcomes, studies that comparatragees’
observations of parenting and interparental behaviors would have been ntordatogically
sound. In regard to parenting, it would be important to assess whether the chilcepdied he
or she is parented in a way that is consistent with the parent’s repaiteoiting behaviors
employed. Proponents of attachment theory would argue that the child’'s peregbthe
relationship and of parenting are most important in dictating chilslepectations for future
relationships, but socialization theory would seem to suggest that tim¢'pasrception is also
important, given this theory’s emphasis on parents as active teackessenfial relationship
skills.

Similarly, many of these studies included only one partner’s report @rntuomantic
relationship characteristics (e.g., Cui, Fincham, & Pasley, 2008; Reds&-&/&artle-Haring,
1998). It seems reasonable to assume that both partners’ opinions and chiarsacienisibute to
the nature and quality of the relationship, and it would be important to &sseessistency in
the two partners’ perceptions of the current relationship. Accordingéanmeh on assortative
mating, there is evidence to suggest that individuals tend to marrywhosare similar to them
on a number of characteristics (Eysenck, 1990; McCrae et al., 2008). Althouglsther
controversy regarding the specific traits that spouses tend to shareesearehers have

speculated that having two parents with psychopathology or problentetjparsonal skills may
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place offspring at an increased risk of developing the same negativieegu&liOnofrio et al.,
2007; Heath et al., 1985). This warrants inclusion of information on botmepsit future
studies and also suggests that a more extensive examination of the dadierlying assortative
mating is necessary. For example, if primarily environmental vagatdee found to underlie
assortative mating, it could be argued that children acquire inserperskills within the family
context, and theories of attachment, social learning, and parental sicializould be
applicable. Sanders, Halford, & Behrens (1999) also suggested that “peltagios effects”
may play a role, such that offspring of divorced parents may view wegatconflicted parental
interactions to be normative and thus may select partners who exhiluitéess behaviors.
Conversely, if genetic variables are more influential, the riskeflationship problems would be
inherited, possibly through maladaptive personality traits, rather tiasférred to subsequent
generations through parenting or parental modeling (D’Onofrio et al., 2007; &&vale, 1974).
Furthermore, many of the aforementioned studies assess only specific compbttents
interparental, parent-child, or romantic relationship (e.g., Feldman, Goweishé&r, 1998;
Scharf & Mayseless, 2001). Although relationship characteristics subk kel of conflict,
attachment security, and relationship satisfaction are important, they tha@pendently
encompass all pertinent aspects of relationship quality. Furthermamng,ahthese studies use
convenience samples of undergraduate students (e.g., Sprechet, [Gatie, 1998), which may
inhibit the generalization of results due to the restriction of acogsaticipants of diverse
socioeconomic backgrounds, geographic locations, and ages. Another Irmgatiat many of
these studies fail to assess for gender differences in predidillea, outcomes, and
hypothesized mechanisms of influence. Studies show that women and men may baéidalifferen
affected by parental divorce, both in regard to their interpersonalibeh@éMullett & Stolberg,

2002) and in their risk for marital dissolution (Bumpass, Martin, & Svié&&]). For example,
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Mullett & Stohlberg (2002) found women’s communication and conflict resolution ek
be strongly affected by the experience of parental divorce, whereés interpersonal behaviors
did not appear to be influenced by this variable. The authors speculatdttiegponsible
mechanism could be either interparental conflict or diminished parentingdonbidiest these
hypotheses. Conversely, Cummings, Davies, and Simpson (1994) found interparenétltoonfl
be correlated with coping efficacy beliefs in boys and girls, but they fouhdrietparental
conflict and coping efficacy to have greater implications for adjustmdyays than in girls.
Scharf & Mayseless (2001) found parent-child relationships to be linkedomitéintic intimacy
through its effect on social competence, but only tested this model in maddly, Story et al.
(2004) found parental divorce to be linked with aggressive behavior in remelationships for
women, but for men, parental divorce was not predictive of interpersonal belRatioer, only
negative interactions in the family-of-origin during childhood werdedlto men’s later
behavior in romantic relationships.
The Present Study

This study intends to compensate for the limitations of previous igaéens by using a
prospective longitudinal design to assess the implications of familyoenvéntal variables for
the romantic outcomes of young adults from divorced families. The presestigation of a
sample of divorced families will include measurements at thrésrelift time points, spanning a
period of 15 years. This will offer temporal precedence to the variables fsntehich enables
a more rigorous design and thus a firmer foundation for making causahwdsré&-amily
relationship variables, including aspects of parenting and the irgatphrelationship, will be
measured when participants are in late childhood and will be assesggbati child- and
parent-report methods. Many of the studies reviewed in this paper havsedgsm®nting and

the interparental relationship in late childhood and early adolescegcedenger et al., 2001;
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Steinberg, Davila, & Fincham, 2006), which is important because this ifod dering which
children are impressionable to family influences (Laible & Thompson, 2007). Iticexldti is
during this stage that parents exert an influence on children’s choicersfapeltheir ability to
develop meaningful peer relationships (Parke & Bhavnagri, 1989). Romantic estedlirbe
measured when participants are young adults and will include participardgraadtic partner
reports of romantic attachment and current relationship behaviors, psyllethsatisfaction. A
number of studies have also assessed romantic outcomes during the etirboddgériod (e.g.,
Scharf & Mayseless, 2001; Whitton et al., 2008), in support of the propositionithpettod has
implications for the development of romantic intimacy (Arnett, 2000s@&weid, 1999). Given
the large body of literature devoted to studying the mechanisms through whiclalpairente,
interparental conflict, and parenting may impact offspring’s |lateantic involvement, two
potential mediators of the effect of family relationship variglole offspring’s romantic
outcomes will also be tested. Specifically, | will examine, when partitsgare in adolescence,
self- and parent-reported peer competence and self-reported copingyefficaonportant to
measure peer competence at this point because it represents a stagpmasnt during which
children’s peer relationships become more salient and their interpesgdisabegin to have
implications for later romantic outcomes (Collins & Sroufe, 1999; Furmane&nir, 1994).
Coping efficacy is measured at this developmental stage in accortinctudies that have
examined parenting and interparental conflict as predictors of copingosftiuring the late
childhood period (Cummings, Davies, & Simpson, 1994; Gerard et al., 2005; Smith et gl., 2006
Zhou et al., 2008). In addition, Cunningham (2002) found coping efficacy to be an essential part
of the coping construct in early adolescence.

In this study, it is important to measure parenting, as opposed to the parént-chil

relationship, because this variable is predicting the development slitlseneeded to foster
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successful romantic relationships in young adulthood. Although the pareshtadhtionship is
important in determining children’s later romantic outcomes, aswexd earlier, parental
socialization theory indicates that the parent’s behavior is ralestant to children’s acquisition
of interpersonal and coping skills, which are hypothesized to contributedecgidnt romantic
relationship quality. Thus, the present study will include both parent- addereports of
parenting behavior, as it leads to children’s peer competence and cffigigyen adolescence.
Mediator one: Peer competencAs discussed earlier, it is well-established that parental
divorce is associated with maladaptive interpersonal behaviors @omiext of romantic
relationships, including poor communication, a lack of conflict resmiutncreased anger and
hostility, and infidelity (Amato, 1996; Mullett & Stolberg, 2002; Webster, Onb&cHouse,
1995). Importantly, this lack of interpersonal competence has also been calizegtas an
explanatory mechanism for the intergenerational transmission of divont&@¢A1996; Story et
al., 2004). In the present study, it is hypothesized that peer competence menadadesicence
is an indirect indicator of the interpersonal skills that are pettimeromantic relationships later
in life. This is based on research suggesting that children’s abilitgtessfully regulate,
interpret, and communicate emotion in relation to others is strongly liokbeéit popularity and
friendships with peers, also known as peer competence (Dunsmore et al., 20@&} Spahr,
2006). Importantly, Gest et al. (2006) also found children with a reputation fay tmpular
leaders” to be more socially and romantically competent in young adulthood, eean w
controlling for level of social competence in childhood. This suggestpéleatcompetence
measured in childhood may contribute to the development of romantic competenicesand t
romantic relationship quality later in life. In support of this propositiarrdll, Badger, & Yang
(2006) found that marital competence is comprised of both interpersonaldcragtlution and

communication) and intrapersonal (emotion regulatory and persoraity)onents, both of
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which are hypothesized to develop prior to adulthood. In addition, they found that thechivey
construct of marital competence is strongly linked with romanti¢cioekhip quality, through the
influence of conflict behavior. Unfortunately, previous studies havexamhi@ed the linkages
between peer, rather than romantic or marital, competence and romantic outcohilesen of
divorce.

Despite the lack of research assessing the implications ot pegetence, several
studies have examined interpersonal behaviors in children of divoecpradictor of their
romantic relationship quality. In an innovative four-year longitudinal studlyeof
intergenerational transmission of marital problems, Story et al. (20049 that the impact of
parental divorce on women'’s later marital dysfunction was mediated l®ases in verbally and
physically aggressive behavior in their marriages. In contrast, meérgspective reports of
negative family interactions in childhood predicted an increasedihlikel for their own marital
dissolution in young adulthood, and this relation was mediated by observed angertidibdihos
their marital interactions. These findings lend support to the hypothasigroblematic
interparental interactions influence offspring’s later maqtatdlity through the mechanism of
romantic competence. This hypothesis is supported by social learning tBaodura, 1962) and
suggests that the relationship behaviors that contribute to interpkecsompetence are modeled
by parents early in development. Unfortunately, in this study and in otherJigi,g-incham, &
Pasley, 2008), both offspring from non-divorced and divorced families wetelat:| As noted
by Cui et al. (2008), the incidence of parental divorce and interparentattandlioften strongly
correlated, and thus the effects of divorce found in many studies may bsuhefshared
variance between the two constructs. The results of these studiesujgport to the hypothesis
that parental divorce may be linked with decreased peer competencghttie influence of

interparental conflict, but this proposition has yet to be tested.
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In addition, it is unclear from the findings of these studies and others (matp AL996)
whether parenting also plays a role in the link between parentatdigod offspring’s later
romantic competence. Parental socialization theory suggests that wapworitsre parenting
facilitates the development of interpersonal competence (Amato, 1996 &uunlop, 2000),
which may then contribute to the success of romantic relationships. Sdikders have tested the
prospective relations between parenting, social competence, and youngrachatgic
outcomes (e.g., Scharf & Mayseless, 2001), but rarely in divorced families. [ty to
approximate this model in the context of parental divorce was crossregctind found that
low-quality mothering and interparental cooperation fully mediatedftbetg of parental divorce
on young adults’ fears of intimacy in romantic relationships (Gasper, 2088). The present
study will extend previous findings by employing a longitudinal design and bytaimeolusly
assessing the influence of interparental conflict and parenting in childhodtsnng’s later
romantic outcomes, through the influence of peer competence in adolescence

Mediator two: Coping efficacyLastly, there is some evidence to suggest that coping
efficacy may mediate the effects of interparental confhick parenting on the romantic outcomes
of young adults who experienced parental divorce in childhood. Coping efficacy hnedefieed
as one’s perception of his or her ability to deal successfully with thares of a stressor and the
emotional reaction that follows, based on recalled experiences witbfgtigtiations in the past
(Sandler et al., 2000). Although less research has been done in regard teeffagzinyg, it has
been shown that more active coping strategies are linked with chilgh@sitere adjustment to
stressful events, specifically in the context of parental divorcaenfK et al., 1985; Sandler, Tein,
& West, 1994). In addition, Sandler et al. (2000) found children’s coping efficdowiog
parental divorce to mediate the effects of active coping effortsyshplogical problems, such

that higher levels of active coping lead to increased coping effiedtgh is related to lower
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levels of internalizing problems. Unfortunately, no studies to date havarednooping efficacy
as a predictor of romantic outcomes in offspring of parental divorce, bet thewry from
outside of the divorce literature suggests that this may be theFoassxample, attachment
theory suggests that maladaptive coping may contribute to anxious orravadttdahments with
romantic partners (Rodrigues & Kitzmann, 2007). In addition, it has been theorizémhtha
levels of coping efficacy might cause romantic partners to exsrefést to resolve romantic
conflict, to use less effective conflict resolution strategied,ta exhibit more negative affect
towards their partner when engaged in conflict (Cui, Fincham, & Pasley, 2606eHy, Bolger,
& Shrout, 2002). As a result, these researchers posited that thensdgiiwould be plagued by
persistent, unresolved conflict and would be perceived by partners astis$ying. Bradbury &
Fincham’s (1990) “cognitive-contextual” theoretical model supports thisgsition, as it
suggests that beliefs about efficacy would influence romantic neséifp quality through their
impact on conflict behavior.

There exists some empirical support for this general theoretical maddeskribed
earlier, Cui, Fincham, & Pasley (2008) found coping efficacy to mediate gttt
interparental conflict on undergraduates’ romantic outcomes, but they id@adéipants from
both divorced and non-divorced families. Studies of families expnigmlivorce have found
that high levels of interparental conflict are related to childresdsiced ability to cope with the
divorce (Bing, Nelson, & Wesolowski , 2009; Shelton & Harold, 2007; Whitesidedkdse
2000), but this hypothesis has not been tested with coping efficacy. Two studies found
interparental conflict to be related to decreased coping efficacyldnerh but both were
conducted with only non-divorced families (Cummings, Davies, & Simpson, 1994 d@&t i,
2005). In addition, none of these studies extended the findings to examine the subsgrpotnt im

of coping efficacy on the romantic relationships of children of divokcgtudy by Rodrigues &
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Kitzmann (2007) did extend the effects of interparental conflict on coping ta\auuits’ later
romantic outcomes, but included only participants from non-divorced famipesifsally, their
study found that late adolescents’ involuntary disengagement coping, whictefirmed as
uncontrollable, automatic responses to stress, mediated the effetesdiiental conflict on
these individuals’ anxious attachment behaviors in romantic relaipmdto studies to date have
assessed, in a sample of offspring who experienced parental divorcepélot dfninterparental
conflict on offspring's romantic outcomes, through the mechanism of decreasagl eificacy.
Parental divorce may also influence children’s coping efficaoudtr its effects on
parenting. Short (2002) concluded from his study of college students that pdiored in
childhood was linked with the use of more avoidant, and less adaptive, copiegissrén young
adulthood. The author suggested that this may be the result of parentahmaaieh study by
Holloway & Machida (1991) found that the tendency for divorced parents t@gmpbidant
coping strategies themselves was related to their deficient ipareBinith et al. (2006) argued
that parental socialization may also play a role; they found parental suppess and
consistency in parenting to be concurrently related to children’s cofficgcg. In addition,
Zhou et al. (2008) found authoritative parenting, which they defined as a batdweeih
parental warmth and control, to be linked with children’s increased cofficacy over three
years later, but both of these studies were conducted with mostly non-difanuées. Studies
have shown that positive post-divorce parenting is associated withvadetmtd coping (e.g.,
Whiteside, 1998), and that resilient coping can serve to protect chitdremegative adjustment
outcomes (e.g., Wallerstein, 1983) but there is no research that has examingdtficacy as a
mediator of the effects of post-divorce parenting on children’sateantic outcomes. The

present study will extend previous findings by assessing whether the effisagy of
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adolescents of divorce serves as a mediator of the effects ghirgstal conflict and parenting in
childhood on romantic relationship quality in young adulthood.

Summary.ln sum, there is evidence to suggest that, in the context of parental divorce
interparental conflict and parenting may impact the romantic adgumtof young adults. In
addition, some research indicates that peer competence and copiny efisamediate the
effects of interparental conflict and parenting on these later raomauttitomes, both in non-
divorced and divorced families. In the current investigation, theteftéenterparental conflict
and parenting are investigated within a sample of divorced familiese Magiables will be
assessed longitudinally, such that family relationship variables arguneel prior to the
mediators, and the mediators are measured prior to romantic outcombfoes 1 and 2).
Given the evidence suggesting that males and females responchtliffergparental divorce,
interparental conflict, and parenting, gender will be examined as a mod#rtiterlinks between
the predictors (interparental conflict and parenting) and the mediatmsdpmpetence and
coping efficacy) as well as of the links between the mediators and th@tiormutcomes.

Specifically, | predict that lower levels of interparental canfind higher levels of
positive parenting in childhood will be related to higher levels of peer demgeand coping
efficacy six years later. Further, | hypothesize that higher levelsping efficacy and peer
competence in adolescence will be linked with more secure romanticraéiat, a greater
likelihood of being involved in a romantic relationship, more satisfactidha romantic
relationship, fewer romantic relationship problems, and greater cordidrettoe future of the
relationship in young adulthood. It will be tested whether these pathways areataddsr
gender. However, because previous studies have found contradictorynegguiting the precise

pattern of relations for the two genders (e.g., Cummings, Davies, & SimpsonMigftt &
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Stolberg, 2002; Scharf & Mayseless, 2001; Story et al., 2004), no specific joresligtl be
made regarding gender differences.
Method

Participants

The sample used in the present investigation was part of a studyrasesefficacy of
a preventive intervention intended to decrease mental illnesddnechfrom divorced families
(Wolchik et al., 2000; 2007). The current study participants included 194damilthe initial
240 who were present at the initial wave of data collection. At Waveldrarhin this
investigation were between the ages of nine and/12 {0.34,SD= 1.1, 50% females) and their
residential mothers were, on average, 37.4 years ofsiye 4.8). Fifteen years later, the
children’s romantic partners were also interviewed (21). Children and their mothers
completed a number of assessments prior to randomization to condition anad theves
following the preventive intervention, including, but not limited to: demograriabies,
mental health problems, interparental conflict, parenting, peer competgrtcoping efficacy.
In the present study, only pre-test, six-year follow-up, and 15-year follow-usassgs were
used. In the original study, participants<240) were assigned after pretest to one of three
conditions: a parenting skills intervention for mothers only 81) a parenting skills intervention
for mothers plus a coping skills intervention for childrer@3), or a literature controhE& 76).
At pretest, no differences were found across conditions on measures of meeittaproblems or
demographic variables. Most mothers were Caucasian (88.7%); thedemaere Hispanic
(6.7%), African American (2.1%), Asian/Pacific Islander (.5%), or of anatigric background
(2.1%). At Wave 1, 47% of mothers had completed some college. The median housebald a
income for mothers was between $20,001 and $25,000. In 60.8% of families, the mother had sole

legal custody, 37.1% of families had joint legal custody, and in 2.1% of ésmilustody was
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split evenly. At pretest, families had been separated for a mean of 26.7 mondoaced for a
mean of 12.3 months. Families only participated in the study if they completsst80% of
items on any variable in the study, at any point of assessment.

At six-year follow-up, children were 15 to 19 years dlti£ 16.9,SD=1.1; 50.5%
female). At this point, families had been separated for a mean of 8.4 $Barsl(4) and
divorced for a mean of 7.8D = .55) years. At this assessment, 80% of children lived with their
mothers, 11% lived with their fathers, and 9% lived independently. For raaldeothers, at the
six-year follow-up, median household annual income was between $45,001 and $50,000.
Analyses of participant attrition were conducted to determine whigtimdies who remained in
the study at the six-year follow-up € 218) differed from those who attritted £ 22) on
demographic and mental health variables. These analyses revealed ntasiggttrition main
effects or condition (mother vs. mother plus child vs. control) X attrititeraction effects.

At 15-year follow-up, young adults were 24 to 27 years Mld(25.6,SD= 1.2, 50%
female). At this assessment, young adults could endorse multiple étlsniitd 93.8% identified
themselves as primarily White, 2.6% identified themselves as fpigmdrican American, 2.1%
identified themselves as primarily Asian, and 1.5% identified themsels primarily American
Indian or Alaskan Native. Furthermore, 11.3% characterized themselvéspasikl or Latino. A
total of 194 young adults, their mothers, and their romantic partners (if theyraveantically
involved;n = 121) participated in the present study. Married young adu#1p) were also
included in the study. Of the 194 young adults interviewed, 139 indicated that theyehad be
involved with a romantic partner for three months or longer. Of these yourtg,ddi8
consented to having their romantic partners interviewed, and 121 romparitiers completed
interviews. The mean age of the romantic partners who completedémierwias 27.1 yearSD

= 3.9). Young adults who indicated that they had been in a romantic relatiomslagsfthan
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three months were not asked to consent to the interview of their romantierpartd thus their
romantic partners were not interviewed. Those young adults were not codétbasubently
romantically involved, due to the intention for the present study to asabls sommitted
romantic relationships.

Recruitment and eligibilityramilies were recruited primarily through court records of
divorce decrees in a large Southwestern metropolitan county. The renwipddicipants was
recruited through the media or, less commonly, referrals. Families wes&lered eligible to
participate in the study if the divorce had occurred within two yearseqgirdtest assessment, the
family had a child between the ages of nine and 12, children resided with thie@rrat least
50% of the time, the custody arrangements were expected to remain theistimaeluration of
the intervention, the mother had not remarried and did not plan to remarry dhéricmurse of
the intervention, the mother did not have a live-in partner, neither the mottherahild were
currently receiving psychological services, and both the mother and pbkd 8uent English. In
families that had more than one child, one was randomly selected to péeticiphe study. Due
to the longitudinal nature of the study and the presence of a child interveniditiarg families
were excluded if they planned to leave the surrounding area within six nodiitesintervention,
if child participants had been diagnosed with a learning disorder or mentalijisar if
children who had been diagnosed with attention deficit hyperactivity disoeternet taking
medication to manage symptoms of inattention and/or hyperactivity. Ghildre met criteria
for clinical depression (> 17, as measured by the Children’s Depressemtdry, Kovacs,
1981), externalizing problems (>"percentile, as measured by the Children’s Behavior
Checklist, Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1981), or exhibited suicidal ideation wereagkfer mental

health services and excluded from the study.
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Of the 315 families who were assessed at pretest, 30 of the childrerefeered for
treatment, 49 families were determined to be ineligible, and 26 famdaisied participation
between pretest and random assignment to condition. Two hundred and forigysfavaile
assigned to condition, which represented 36% of eligible families. Asatysaparing families
who declined participation in the intervention (of all families who weressesl at pretest,=
62) to families who agreed to participate revealed that those who petetitihad higher incomes,
fewer children, and higher maternal education than those who refusdgsesshowed no
differences between refusers and acceptors on measures of childrenislimesgg\Wolchik et
al., 2002). Most commonly cited reasons for declining to participate ietliodv interest in the
program, a lack of time availability, absence of transportation to progeasions, and
conflicting engagements on the dates of sessions.

Procedure

Families were interviewed at six waves: Wave 1 (pretest einfgevention, prior to
random assignment to condition), Wave 2 (posttest or post-intervention), Vithvee3months
following the intervention), Wave 4 (six months following the interventigvdve 5 (six years
following the intervention), and Wave 6 (15 years following the interventiorihd present
study, only data from Waves 1, 5, and 6 were used. All participants, including clyitaneg
adults, mothers, and romantic partners, were interviewed separatelynleg fraerviewers, who
explained confidentiality policies and obtained signed consent and assesfifom adult and
child participants, respectively. Families received $45 compensativae 1 and parents and
children each received $100 at Wave 5. At the 15-year follow-up, two sessi@nsomducted
with young adults, and these participants were compensated $100 per sessionsiOme/ass
conducted with romantic partners, who were paid $100 for participation.

Measures of Predictors: Pretest
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Interparental conflictinternal consistencies for all measures can be found in Table 1.
Overall level of interparental conflict was measured at pretiéls mother- and child-reports on
the Frequency and Intensity subscales of the Children’s Perception of letegb&onflict Scale
(Grych, Seid, & Fincham, 1992). At pretest, Cronbach’s alpha for the mother repordwas .8
items total, e.g., “Within the last month, [target child] often saw gsedy, and Cronbach’s alpha
for the child report was .82 (13 items total, e.g., “I often see my pareniagig In addition,
mothers completed the 10-item O’Leary Porter Overly Hostility S¢xdeter & O’Leary, 1980)
at pretest to assess the amount that parents openly argued in froirtaffiktheen (e.g., “Within
the last month, how often did you or your ex show physical hostility in front of {telnijd]?").
Alpha for this scale at pretest was .86.

Parenting.To assess maternal warmth, mothers and children completed the 32-item
Acceptance and Rejection subscales of Schaefer’s (1965) Children’s Reparénfing
Behavior Inventory at pretest. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale, measyreteat, was .86 for the
child-report version (e.g., “Your mother smiles at you often”) and .86 for the metheirt
version (e.g., “You made [target child] feel better”). Maternal dlse was assessed at pretest
using the mother- and child-report versions of the eight-item Consistenégaiblide subscale
of Schaefer’s (1965) Children’s Report of Parenting Behavior Inventory. Croslapha for
this scale, measured at pretest, was .74 for the child-report vexgigri"{our mother changes
the rules you are supposed to follow”) and .82 for the mother-report version (@g.etorced
rules depending on your mood”). In addition, mothers responded to the five items on
inappropriate discipline, nine items on appropriate discipline, and 14 @arfollow-through
from the Oregon Discipline and Monitoring Scales (Oregon Social LearnimgiC&991). At
pretest, alphas for the inappropriate discipline (e.g., “When [targel afigbehaved, how often

did you raise your voice/scold?”), appropriate discipline (e.g., “When [tangd} misbehaved,
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how often did you discuss the problem?”), and follow-through (e.g., “How often did you actually
punish [target child]?” items was .75, .59, and .78, respectively.
Measures of Mediators: Six-Year Follow-Up

Peer competenc®opularity and competence in peer relationships was measured at
pretest and the six-year follow-up using the seven-item mother- anerepdd versions of the
Peer Competence subscale of the Coatsworth Competence Scale (GbaksBamdler, 1993).
Cronbach’s alpha for the child-report version of this subscale was prétest and .76 at the six-
year follow-up (e.g., “Compared to others your age, you have lots of friends”). falptiee
mother-report version was .82 at pretest and .79 at the six-year followgup'Q¢her teens
asked your child to do things with them very often”).

Coping efficacySatisfaction with the way problems were handled in the past and
perceived effectiveness at handling future problems were adsggzetest and the six-year
follow-up using children’s reports on the Coping Efficacy Scale (Sandégr, 2000). The seven-
item measure yielded an alpha of .74 at pretest and an alpha of .82 at the &Bikewgamp (e.g.,
“In the future, how good do you think you will usually be in handling your problems?”).
Measures of Outcomes: 15-Year Follow-Up

Involvement in a Romantic Relationship.the 15-year follow-up, all young adults were
asked the question, “Do you have a romantic partner that you've been involved \aithefmst 3
months?” to which they answered either “yes” or “no.”

Romantic Attachmenit the 15-year follow-up, all young adults responded to questions
about romantic attachment, regardless of whether they were curremmyad in a romantic
relationship. To assess retrospective reports of relationship begiamddpgeakups within the
past three years, young adults completed the four-item History of RorRatationships Scale

(Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994). At the 15-year follow-up, Cronbach’s alpha fomteigsure was
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.73 (e.g., “In the past three years, how many times have you had a romantic refagodsis a
result of your partner breaking up with you?”). The number of romantic relaipbseakups has
been linked with attachment security (Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994).

Young adults also responded to the 36-item Experiences in Close Relationslips Sc
(Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) to assess attachment-related anxiety alashean romantic
relationships. This measure did not specifically assess attachmibatcurrent romantic
relationship; rather, it provides a measure of the individual’santim attachment in general. At
the 15-year follow-up, alphas for the Attachment Anxiety and Attachment Avoidaihseales
were .93 (e.g., “l worry about being abandoned”) and .95 (e.g., “I get uncomfortable when a
romantic partner wants to be very close”), respectively.

Current Romantic Relationship Measuréhe following measures were only
administered to young adults who were currently involved in a romantic relapdasting three
months or longer. This also included married young adults. In addition, romantierpartn
responded to these measures if young adults gave consent for them toviieterTo assess
satisfaction in the current romantic relationship, young adults andptméirers completed the
four-item Romantic Satisfaction Questionnaire (Cantor, Acker, & Coakrlalgan, 1992). At the
15-year follow-up, Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .85 for young adultargdo83 for
romantic partner report (e.g., “How much satisfaction do you experience in yoamtiotife?”).
Young adults and romantic partners also responded to the Relationship Ass&asate
(Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1998), a seven-item measure that alsssadsgatisfaction in the
current romantic relationship. Alpha for this measure was .86 at the ffellea-up for young
adult report and .84 for romantic partner report (e.g., “How well does your partes your

needs?”).
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Problems or negative interactions in the current romantic relatppnane measured
using the nine-item Relationship Dynamics Scale (Stanley, Markman, &W~h&002) and the
11-item Relationship Problems Scale (Johnson & Booth, 1998). At the 15-year fipljow-
Cronbach’s alpha for the Relationship Dynamics Scale was .82 for youngegututtand .84 for
romantic partner report (e.g., “My partner insults or swears at mephabr the Relationship
Problems Scale was .78 for young adult report, and .75 for romantic partneeepoftHave
you had a problem in your relationship because one of you gets angry easily?”).

Lastly, young adults and their romantic partners completed the 1@ibefidence Scale
(Stanley, Hoyer, & Trathen, 1994) to assess the individual’s level afiemak that the
relationship will last into the future. At the 15-year follow-up, alphétics measure was .97 for
young adult report and .95 for romantic partner report (e.g., “I believe we can hdnadés/er
conflicts will arise in the future”).

Plan for Data Analysis
Preliminary Analyses

The four moments (mean, variance, skewness, and kurtosis) will be comp&e8$
16.0 (SPSS Inc., 1989-2007) for each of the scales, and any outliers will be iddotiftee
purpose of potential elimination. To determine whether an outlier is inflighadiagnostic
indices of leverage (Mahalanobis’ distance), distance, and infl{&kd¢dTS and Cook’s
Distance) will be used. Specifically, a Mahalanobis’ distance of 15eb€6¢$, 1984), a Cook’s
Distance of 1.0 (Cook, 1977), and an absolute value of 1.0 for distance (Né&tet@8%) will be
used as cutoffs. Should an outlier be identified as influential using thesesiniflie effect needs
to be further examined to determine if removal of that case would cHangericlusion of the
findings (Cook & Weisberg, 1982). Zero-order correlations among all variafildse

computed, and the correlations of several baseline demographic vaiirdleting young adult



32

age, gender, gross family income, and children’s internalizing and digierg@roblems, with
the mediator and outcome variables will be assessed to determine wheyhstould be
included as covariates.

Analyses of participant attrition will be conducted using GLM (gddiex@ar model) in
SPSS 16.0 (SPSS Inc., 1989-2007) to determine whether young adults who remainedidly the st
at the 15-year follow-upn(= 194) differ from those who attritted between the pretest and 15-year
follow-up assessmenta € 46) on demographic and mental health variables. | will assess whether
there are main effects of attrition on various baseline variablégding gross family income,
children’s coping efficacy, children’s peer competence, and childreniaaitang and
externalizing problems. If attrition is related to any of these asathey will be added to the
models as covariates. Missing data will be handled using full informatigimmuan likelihood
(FIML) estimation in Mplus Version 5.0 (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2007). FIML yieldampeter
estimates that are unbiased in regard to any potential covariatesioigméss that are present in
the model, and even if missingness is related to variables that wenearpiorated in the model,
FIML yields estimates that are less biased than other methods,ssligtivese deletion or mean
substitution (Collins, Schafer, & Kam, 2001; Schafer & Graham, 2002). Thud,bewsed in
the current study to include all available data.
Development of Composite Measures

For the measures of parenting, | intend to create composite variatllesnoéasures
assessing similar constructs or information from different reorgpecifically, the
intercorrelations among the measures of maternal warmth (i.e., GRIeBptance and Rejection
subscales) will be examined, including both mother- and child-report versiaetetmine
whether those measures cluster together empirically. If the domnslaeach .30, meeting the

criterion for a medium effect (Cohen, 1992), composite scores will be gotestibased on the
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means of the standardized z scores from the contributing measurespkdésed that these
measures will be sufficiently correlated, since a parenting compa@sitble was created using
the same measures and data in a previous study (Zhou et al., 2008). For the ofeaaternal
discipline (i.e., CRPBI Consistency of Discipline subscale; Oregarifliree and Monitoring
Scales), | propose to create a ratio of appropriate-to-inappropriefgidis using the items from
the Oregon Discipline and Monitoring Scales by dividing the appropriatglitigcscores by the
sum of the appropriate and inappropriate discipline scores, which hasdoeein grevious
studies using the same data (Tein et al., 2004; Zhou et al., 2008). Next | inteedte a
composite variable for the measures of maternal discipline. Atfigsrprocedure has been
conducted in previous studies (Dawson-McClure et al., 2004; Tein et al.,\200zhik et al.,
2000; Zhou et al., 2008), and thus it is expected to be successfully replicated it éms
investigation.

The correlation between mother- and child-reports of the Children’s Fiercep
Interparental Conflict Scale will also be assessed in order to createpsite of these scores
with the mother-reported O’Leary-Porter Overly Hostility Scale sess interparental conflict,
assuming the correlations meet the criteria for a medium effecsarhe procedure will be
followed for the mother- and child-report versions of the peer competerasune. Lastly, this
procedure will be conducted for the measures of current romantic relationgtomes. In
particular, the intercorrelations among the young adult and romantic papodsref the
measures of relationship satisfaction (i.e., Romantic SatisfactiestiQonaire and Relationship
Assessment Scale) will be assessed to determine whether a compidalike should be created.
Next this procedure will be repeated with the young adult and romantic papoets of the

measures of relationship problems or negative interactions (i.e.,dRslap Dynamics Scale and
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Relationship Problems Scale). Last, the correlation between the youhgraditbmantic partner
reports on the Confidence Scale will be assessed in order to create aitougp@ble.
Summary of Analyses

The present study proposes to test the effects of interparentaticanél parenting on
young adults’ romantic outcomes, through the influence of coping efficacy andopgestence
in adolescence. Interparental conflict and parenting will be assaspectest, coping efficacy
and peer competence will be assessed at the six-year follow-up, and alicamutgme
variables will be assessed at the 15-year follow-up. Baseline meaduhe mediator variables
will be controlled. Since it was not developmentally appropriate tsuneaomantic
relationships during childhood, there were no measures of the romantiaictnatrthe first
wave of data collection, and thus baseline levels of these variahlest &g controlled.

Effects of the preventive intervention on proposed pathwalysnalyses will be
conducted using structural equation modeling in Mplus Version 5.0 (Muthen & Muthen, 1998
2007). To begin, all participants will be entered into the model and a statkgdig will be
conducted to assess whether any of the path coefficients differ sigthyfitarthe two active
intervention conditions (mother only conditibh= 64, and mother plus child conditids= 70).
First, the complete meditational model (See Figure 1) will be fitedwo separate groups. Next,
I will attempt to fit a model that constrains the paths to invarianogss groups. If the path
coefficients are not significantly different across the two intgfga conditions, the invariance
constraint should have no detrimental effect on the fit of the model. Asguh@ model that
includes the invariance constraint yields satisfactory fit, tleegneups will be combined and
compared with the literature control conditid=£ 60). This assumption is justified, given
previous research using the same data showing that the mother only andphstobild

conditions did not produce significantly different effects on a wide rahgatcomes (Wolchik
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et al., 2007). If the invariance constraint produces a significanblditk the two program
conditions will be considered separately, but this will severely Imeifgower to detect effects in
the mediational analyses.

This procedure will be repeated to test for differences in the pafficemds as a result
of assignment to either a program (mother only and mother plus child conddiobsed; see
above) or literature control condition. Specifically, a stacked analjise employed, where
Figure 1 is fit separately to the combined program and control groups. In tlysigrtae paths
will be permitted to differ across groups. Next, the invariance constvdite applied, as
described above, and the fit of this model will be assessed. If the model thd¢sihe
invariance constraint produces satisfactory fit, the program and cordups will be combined
for the subsequent mediational analyses. In addition, it can be concludietittzation effects
of the program with the predictors or mediators are not significantly influgitice overall fit of
the model. If specific paths differ significantly between the prograchcontrol conditions and
this is contributing to poor model fit, the next step is to employ Aiken and3\(#991) multiple
regression procedure to test interaction effects (see Two-PaitMedl Model section). These
interactions terms would be used in the mediational analyses, aftemtivéned program and
control groups are pooled, and will indicate moderation of these specific pagihsgogm
condition. To control for any main effects of the program on mediator and outeoiables, the
categorical program condition variable will be included in the models eiector for the
remaining analyses. If the invariance constraint produces an ovekatifl&t that is not
restricted to particular paths in the model, the program and control grdupstwe pooled for
the remainder of the analyses. Rather, the path coefficients wilsessasl for the two groups

separately.
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Two-part mediational modelThe mediational analyses will also be conducted using
structural equation modeling in Mplus Version 5.0 (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2007), tieere
residuals of the mediator variables will be permitted to interetate and the residuals of the
outcome variables will be permitted to inter-correlate. For thewing analyses, the program
and control groups will either be pooled or analyzed separately depending onliseofebe
previous stacked analyses. For all participants in the sampli téstithe fit of a model where
romantic relationship involvement, the number of relationship beginnirmsraakups, avoidant
romantic attachment, and anxious romantic attachment are the only outctabéesgsee Figure
2), since these measures were administered to the full sample)esgafdvhether they were
currently involved in a romantic relationship at the 15-year follow-up.cMeeall fit of the
model will be tested using thé (chi square) test of exact fit, where retention of the null
hypothesis indicates satisfactory fit£¥ .05); the comparative fit index (CFl), with larger values
(closer to 1.0) indicating satisfactory fit; the standardized r@atmsquare residual (SRMSR),
with values below .05 indicating satisfactory fit; and the root meane@uanr of approximation
(RMSEA), where values below .08 indicate satisfactory fit. If, taking @onsideration these
four fit indices, the model fits the data, the path coefficients wihx@amined for significance. If
the model is a poor fit to the data, the local fit indices will be exadjiincluding the residuals,
the modification indices, and the expected parameter change stavistieatify the specific
pathways that are contributing to unsatisfactory fit. If specific patbwaee identified to be
problematic, | will consider freeing the corresponding parameters in taréahance model fit.

For only the participants that were romantically involved at the 16fgaw-up, the fit
of the complete model (Figure 1, excluding romantic involvement, becausetiaippats in this
particular analysis were romantically involved) will be testesing the same fit indices and

cutoffs, global and local model fit will be assessed and parametétse\iiieed if necessary.
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Following the attainment of satisfactory fit for the two models (Medehnd 2), | will examine
whether the mediational pathways are significant. Baron and Kenny (1986)tbapba
mediational analysis consists of three regression equations. lérggldtion between
independent and dependent variable must be establishea)pEtlen, the relation between the
independent variable and the mediator must be demonstratea@)g#xt, the relation between
the mediator and the dependent variable must be significant when logtiad the independent
variable (pattb). More recently, several researchers have suggested thastiamidition, which
establishes patt) is unnecessary for the establishment of mediation (MacKinnon, Krull, &
Lockwood, 2000). The present study will focus on the revised conceptualizatiodiatiore
which focuses on establishing pathandb. In the current study, there are severphths.
Specifically, | will examine the path from interparental conflict tormeenpetence, the path from
interparental conflict to coping efficacy, the path from maternal Watanpeer competence, the
path from maternal warmth to coping efficacy, the path from maternaplitigcto peer
competence, and the path from maternal discipline to coping efficadyeda ainalyses of tlae
paths, baseline levels of coping efficacy and peer competence will belleahivhere
appropriate. Similarly, severalpaths will be tested. For the full sample, | will test the path from
peer competence to involvement in a romantic relationship, the path fromopegetence to the
number of relationship beginnings and breakups, the path from peer competencdantavoi
romantic attachment, and the path from peer competence to anxious roitactimeant. The
sameb paths leading from coping efficacy to these romantic outcomes will alssteel.

If the stacked analyses indicated that program condition should be addedfto spec
pathways as a moderator, Aiken & West’s (1991) procedure will be employed.iGpgcifor
the relevant paths, the predictor (either a pretest or six-year foffovariable, depending on the

path) variable, program condition variable, and the interaction of the tamedid the program
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condition variables will be simultaneously estimated in one equation. Tdietprevariables will
be centered prior to analysis to reduce collinearity and provide aimteneretable illustration of
effects. A significant interaction coefficient will indicate moatéon, meaning that the effect of
the predictor on the outcome depends on the program condition to which the panticipa
assigned. This investigation will utilize a regression frameworkulysmediation, but all of the
aforementioned paths will be tested within the same structural equationquigh(see Figure
2). For the participants who were currently romantically involved, | &t gestb paths leading
from peer competence to romantic relationship satisfaction, romataimnship problems, and
confidence in the romantic relationship. In addition, | will alsolgsths leading from coping
efficacy to romantic relationship satisfaction, romantic relationstoplems, and confidence in
the romantic relationship. Again, these relations will be tested tsinedusly, as shown in Figure
1, and interaction terms will be created where indicated by the previousdstatklyses.

If the regression coefficients for pathandb are both significant at the< .05 level,
they will be multiplied to estimate the mediated effect (MacKinnddvyer, 1993). To test the
statistical significance of the mediated effect, the method edtlryy MacKinnon, Lockwood, &
Williams (2004) will be employed. First, the standard error of thieceffill be calculated, where
SEy = (€SE? + B’'SE)Y (MacKinnon & Dwyer, 1993; Sobel, 1982). Then, the product ofithe
andb paths will be divided by this standard error. Research has indicatexy¢maif the
distributions of thea andb paths are normal, the distribution of the product oBthadb paths is
often asymmetric and skewed. Thus, the significance of the mediatedweffée examined by
generating asymmetric confidence limits, which involves forming tteilolition of the product
of two standard normal variables using upper and lower critical valleekinnon, Lockwood,
& Williams, 2004; Meeker, Cornwell, & Aroian, 1981). This procedure yieldgtabestimate of

the mediated effect than the conventional delta method, which checks thritisiragainst the
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normal distribution. If zero is not contained within the 95% confidence intétrecan be
concluded that the mediated effect is significant.

Moderated mediationThis investigation will also assess whetheralue b paths in the
models are moderated by child gender. When a moderated effect is presefiyghee of the
independent variable on the dependent variable depends on the level of thetonoder
Specifically, | will assess whether the effects of interparemataflict and parenting on coping
efficacy and peer competence are different for males vs. females ¢airent sample. In
addition, | will assess whether the effects of coping efficacy and pagyetence on all of the
romantic outcomes differ as a function of participant gender. In the statiklydes to determine
whether there exist differential effects of the program and controlteamglon path coefficients,
gender will not be included as a moderator, due to low power to detectcsighifiteraction
effects. Instead, gender will be included in analyses as a covértate stacked analysis
indicates that the combined program and literature control conditions shouldled, fhe
conditions will be combined as described above and the gender moderation hypothbsis wil
tested using additional stacked models. This will enable an exaommdtwhether both the
overall model differs by gender and whether individual paths differ as adamétgender.
Mplus Version 5.0 (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2007) will be used again to analyzeubtistf
equation models. Following the procedures outlined above and using all partidiigunts 2
will be fit to males and females, allowing the path coefficients ferdiicross genders. Next, a
model that constrains the paths to invariance across genders willdae tette path coefficients
are not significantly different for males and females, the anasisld reveal that the invariance
constraint does not harm the fit of the model, and it can be concluded that malesared &o
not differ in the overall proposed model. If the invariance constraint delesaypoor-fitting

model, it can then be determined which specific paths differ as a functygmaér, which would
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indicate moderation. If males and females do not differ significahiymain effects of gender
will be controlled by adding gender as a covariate, as noted in theniReely Analyses section,
and the two genders will be pooled to test the mediational hypotheses. Thergeddeation
hypothesis will be similarly tested with only the participants who warentically involved at
the 15-year follow-up, using Figure 1.

Results
Preliminary Analyses

The four moments for all variables are presented in Table 3. Accordingdt Bihch, &
Curran (1995), a skewness of less than 2.00 and a kurtosis of less than 7.08edkec The
skewness and kurtosis of the measured variables did not exceedutioffse with the exception
of those corresponding to the History of Romantic Relationships Scale. @lress of this
measure was 3.94, and the kurtosis was 20.98. This implies that thisenmasiotes a restricted
range of data, but these findings are consistent with the data provideel dnate developers.
Kirkpatrick & Hazan (1994) noted that the distributions of these varialdesagurally very
skewed due to the low base rates of relationship beginnings and breakupsheitmast three
years. The outlier analysis revealed that no cases in the sampleritegia for influential data
points, and thus all cases were retained for subsequent analyses.

The results of the correlational analyses to identify covariatebecéound in Table 2.
Children’s gender was significantly correlated with children’s peenpetence at the six-year
follow-up (r = -.15,p < .05), such that females were more likely to exhibit higher levels o
popularity with peers than were males. Similarly, females were nkefg than males to be
romantically involved at the 15-year follow-up= .17,p < .04). As evidenced by the significant
correlation between gender and participants’ scores on the History ohRoRalationships

Scale at the 15-year follow-up, males endorsed experiencing more relgibeghinings and
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breakups in the last three years than did femalesZ2,p < .01). Thus, gender was added as a
covariate to all pathways including these dependent variables.

Children’s externalizing problems at baseline were significantigtinely correlated
with their peer competence € -.14,p < .05) and coping efficacy € -.19,p < .01) at the six-
year follow-up, and significantly positively correlated with their avoidamantic attachment at
the 15-year follow-upr(= .15,p < .05). Thus, children’s baseline externalizing problems were
added as a covariate to pathways including these dependent vafdiilé®n’s internalizing
problems at baseline were significantly correlated with their pmapetencer(= -.20,p < .01)
and coping efficacyr(= -.21,p < .01) at the six-year follow-up in a similar pattern, such that
higher levels of internalizing problems were associated with lawvefd of peer competence and
coping efficacy. In addition, children’s baseline internalizing problems wignificantly
positively correlated with their anxious£ .20,p < .01) and avoidant & .21,p < .01) romantic
attachment at the 15-year follow-up. Thus, children’s baseline inténmgfiroblems were added
as a covariate to pathways including these dependent variables. Toeristations among
variables used in analyses can be found in Table 4a, 4b, and 4c.

The results of the attrition analyses using GLM (general linear manealed that
participant attrition between pretest and the 15-year follow-up wasiséntiy related to
children’s internalizing problems at baseline, such that participantstivhedahad lower levels
of baseline internalizing problems (see Table 5). Since children’srasgkrnalizing problems
were already determined to be related to the six-year follow-up nesasiupeer competence and
coping efficacy and the 15-year follow-up measures of anxious and avoidanticoma
attachment, and thus were intended to be included in analyses involving tlasseasas
dependent variables, it was important to determine whether childrasetine internalizing

problems should now be included in all analyses due to its association witippattattrition.
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To answer this question, another analysis of participant attritiomevakicted, this time
including the other hypothesized covariates (children’s baselinenakieng problems and
gender) to see whether attrition was still related to children’sibaseternalizing problems,
even when controlling for these other variables. This analysisleevibat the relation between
children’s internalizing problems at baseline and participant attnigmained significant, and
thus children’s baseline internalizing problems were included as a ateviariall remaining
analyses.

Given the high correlations between the mother- and child-reporbrersi the peer
competence scale, composite variables were created to refleetthestructs both at pretest and
at the six-year follow-up. In addition, a composite variable was createdHmtwo mother-
report measures and one child-report measure of interparental tcéktftive 15-year follow-up,
the young adult and romantic partner versions of the two romantic satisfaeasures were
also sufficiently correlated; thus a composite variable was craateflect romantic satisfaction.
Similarly, a composite variable was created by combining young adult and roiparttier
reports on two measures to reflect problems in the romantic relapohaltly, young adult and
romantic partner reports were combined to form one variable reflebgirgavel of confidence
in the romantic relationship.

As shown in Table 4a, the correlations among the child- and mother-regastiras of
maternal warmthr(= .25,p < .001) were not sufficient to warrant the creation of a composite
variable. A two-factor confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was then cdeduwhere the mother-
report items were loaded onto one factor and the child-report itenesl@aded onto the other
(see Figure 3). The correlation between the two factors did not feachtoff for a medium-
sized effect( = .26,p < .001). Next, a one-factor model was tested, such that all items were

constrained to load onto one maternal warmth factor. The fit of this modebeag b=
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4576.75p < .0001; CFl = .34; SRMSR = .10; RMSEA = .08); thus it was determined that the
child- and mother-reports of maternal warmth could not be composited.

A second-order CFA was then conducted at the item level with the natsaipline
measures, such that the child-reported consistent discipline iteradomded onto one factor, the
mother-reported consistent discipline items were loaded onto a sexboid the mother-reported
discipline follow-through items were loaded onto a third factor, the mogperted appropriate
discipline items were loaded onto a fourth factor, and the mother-reposjgolopriate
discipline items were loaded onto a fifth factor (see Figure 4). Tthestactors were loaded
onto a sixth higher-order factor representing maternal discipline riunédely, the analysis
failed to converge, and thus it was concluded that a singular matesciglide factor could not
account for the five individual measures of maternal disciplihe.cbrrelations among factors
were as follows: child-reported consistent discipline with meteported consistent discipline (
=.18), child-reported consistent discipline with mother-reported diseifdifow-through § =
.14), child-reported consistent discipline with mother-reported approprsgiplohe ¢ = -.15),
child-reported consistent discipline with mother-reported inapproptistépline ¢ = -.18),
mother-reported consistent discipline with mother-reported discifallmv-through ¢ = .78),
mother-reported consistent discipline with mother-reported appreglistipline = -.25),
mother-reported consistent discipline with mother-reported inappteptiscipline i = -.45),
mother-reported discipline follow-through with mother-reported appropristgtine ¢ = -.28),
mother-reported discipline follow-through with mother-reported inappropnstgtne ¢ = -

.54), and mother-reported appropriate discipline with mother-reported inappeagiscipline i
= .33). Taken together, the results from the intercorrelations and @kFélving the measures of
parenting revealed that all scales should be analyzed separateljar & previous studies using

the same data, a variable for the ratio of appropriate to inapprogisaigline was created. An
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examination of previous studies measuring parenting revealed that both padechild-reports
of parenting behaviors are important and have implications for the deveibphohildren’s
interpersonal and coping skills (Gasper et al., 2008; Scharf & Mayseless S20it et al.,
2006; Zhou et al., 2008), therefore supporting the decision to enter all mother-ldrépbited
maternal warmth and discipline measures separately into the models.

Program Effects Analyses

Test of differences between the program conditidaslescribed earlier, a stacked
analysis was conducted using Figure 1 to determine whether there wéfieagigdifferences in
the path coefficients among the mother only and mother plus child program conditions.
Unfortunately, since this analysis included only 164 participants (81 in theenantly condition;
83 in the mother plus child condition), and data was missing for those panticipat were not
romantically involved at the 15-year follow-up, there were ins@ficparticipants to estimate a
model with so many paths. Thus, Figure 2 was used initially for these dtatklyses, given its
reduced number of paths. The fit of the model allowing the paths to vary veiaciaty §*(88)
=98.35p =.21; CFl = .94; SRMSR = .05; RMSEA = .04), and the fit of the model constraining
the paths to invariance was also satisfactgf§l@4)= 141.12p = .14; CFl = .90; SRMSR = .07;
RMSEA = .04).

In order to provide additional evidence that both models fit equally welimadel
comparison was conducted, given the fact that the two models were nestdficefigethe
difference iny?values and degrees of freedom between the two models was calcptateshé
=42.77, dfierence= 36) and compared to a table of criti%éValues, which revealed that the null
hypothesis could not be rejected, and it was concluded that the fit of the mustehicing the

paths was not considerably worse than the model allowing the paths t@wasy there was no
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evidence for significant differences in the path coefficientaéen the mother and mother plus
child program conditions in Figure 2.

To ensure that there existed no differences between the two pragmditions in the
paths that were not tested within Figure 2, another stacked modelstesbtteat included as
outcomes only those three variables that were not included in Figure@h(romelationship
satisfaction, romantic relationship problems, and confidence in the romaationship). The fit
of the model allowing the paths to vary was satisfactgi74)= 72.19,p = .54; CFl = 1.00;
SRMSR =.07; RMSEA = .00), and the fit of the model constraining the patmgattaince was
also satisfactoryyf(104)= 110.84p = .31; CFl = .97; SRMSR = .07; RMSEA = .03).

In order to provide additional evidence that both models fit equally welimadel
comparison was conducted, given the fact that the two models were nestficly, the
difference iny?values and degrees of freedom between the two models was calcytatgdh&
= 38.65, dfiterence= 30) and compared to a table of criti%éValues, which revealed that the null
hypothesis could not be rejected, and it was concluded that the fit of the mustehicong the
paths was not considerably worse than the model allowing the paths td wvasythere was no
evidence for significant differences in the path coefficientaden the mother and mother plus
child program conditions in the model with romantic relationship satisfacbmantic
relationship problems, and confidence in the romantic relationship @noeivariables. As a
result, it was concluded that the path models fit adequately in both gradpgbeawo program
conditions were combined for the remaining analyses.

Test of differences between the combined program condition and theitgecantrol.
Next, the program conditions were aggregated and compared with thtitiderontrol group in
another stacked model. Again, Figure 1 could not be employed, given that the obpdtbs

exceeded the number of participants in the literature control group. Thusg Riwas tested, and
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the analysis revealed that the fit of the model allowing the pathsytaves adequate{(88)=
124.91p < .01; CFl = .84; SRMSR = .05; RMSEA = .06). The fit of the model did not change
considerably when the paths were constrained to be the equivalent aoupssfd(124)=
156.82,p < .05; CFl = .86; SRMSR = .06; RMSEA = .05). Despite the fact that th&lith
models was not optimal, improving model fit would require freeing paths, wraghmhibit the
ability of the model to be estimated, given the sample size in the cortug ¢ = 76).

In order to provide additional evidence that both models fit equally welimadel
comparison was conducted, given the fact that the two models were nestéiceflgethe
difference iny®values and degrees of freedom between the two models was calcyiatgshé
= 31.91, dfiterence= 36) and compared to a table of criti%éVaIues, which revealed that the null
hypothesis could not be rejected, and it was concluded that the fit of the mustehicong the
paths was not considerably worse than the model allowing the paths td vasythere was no
evidence for significant differences in the path coefficiente/den the combined program and
literature control conditions in Figure 2.

To again ensure that there existed no significant differencesdetive combined
program and control conditions in the paths that were not tested withire Ziganother stacked
model was tested that included as outcomes only those three variablesréhabtincluded in
Figure 2 (romantic relationship satisfaction, romantic relationship gmahland confidence in
the romantic relationship). The fit of the model allowing the paths to vasyalgo satisfactory
(x%(70)= 81.59,p = .16; CFI = .97; SRMSR = .04; RMSEA = .04), and the fit of the model
constraining the paths to invariance was also satisfagteyo(L)= 122.87 p = .07; CFl = .94;
SRMSR =.06; RMSEA = .04).

In order to provide additional evidence that both models fit equally welimadel

comparison was conducted, given the fact that the two models were nestéiceflgethe
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difference iny®values and degrees of freedom between the two models was calcyiatgshé
= 41.28, dfiterence= 31) and compared to a table of critigéValues, which revealed that the null
hypothesis could not be rejected, and it was concluded that the fit of the mustehicong the
paths was not considerably worse than the model allowing the paths td vasythere was no
evidence for significant differences in the path coefficient&éen the combined program and
literature control conditions in the model with romantic relationshigfsation, romantic
relationship problems, and confidence in the romantic relationship @ewaivariables. Thus, it
was concluded that the path models fit adequately in both groups, and the progt@mnteol
conditions were combined for the mediational analyses. In other words, thalsiackgses
revealed that there were no significant program by predictor ati@naeffects on the mediators
and there were no significant program by mediator interaction effects onttioenes.
Mediational Analyses

Moderated mediatiorSince the previous stacked analyses revealed that the three
program conditions could be pooled, it was determined that there was stifficieer to test the
gender moderation hypothesis. In the remaining analyses, the categoricairpcogdition
variable was added as a predictor to all paths in order to control foreffiacts of the program.
Next, additional stacked analyses were employed to determine whetbgetat model or
individual paths differed as a function of gender in the two-part rieds model, which
includes testing both Figure 1 and Figure 2.

All participants.First, the fit of Figure 2 was assessed, and all participants metueled
in this analysis, regardless of whether they were romanticalbpied at the 15-year follow-up.
The stacked models used to test the gender moderation hypothesis are shounesn5-aand 6.
The fit of the model allowing paths to vary across males and femalesatisfactory £%(82)=

104.85,p = .05; CFIl = .90; SRMSR = .05; RMSEA = .05), and the fit of the model constraining
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paths to equivalence across the gender groups was not considerably diff¢tei)= 149.82p
=.04; CFl = .87; SRMSR =.06; RMSEA = .05). Given the non-optimal fit of these mdukels
modification indices were examined and it was determined that a path shaadedzkin both
groups leading from children’s coping efficacy at pre-test to the numbelatibnship

beginnings and breakups at the 15-year follow-up. Thus, this path was added, amdadehe
allowing paths to vary across gendef§80)= 97.77p = .09; CFI = .92; SRMSR = .04; RMSEA
= .04. Again, the fit did not change considerably when the paths were gmti@invariance
across genderg{(120)= 143.55p = .07; CFI = .89; SRMSR = .06; RMSEA = .04), suggesting
that there is no evidence for gender moderation in Figure 2.

In order to provide additional evidence that both models fit equally welimadel
comparison was conducted, given the fact that the two models were nestéiceflgethe
difference iny?values and degrees of freedom between the two models was calcytatedh&
= 45.79, dfiterence= 40) and compared to a table of criti%éValues, which revealed that the null
hypothesis could not be rejected, and it was concluded that the fit of the mustehicong the
paths was not considerably worse than the model allowing the paths td vasythere was no
evidence for gender moderation in Figure 2, and to increase parsimony of the nabelekmal
females were pooled for the mediational analysis and no paths weiligtgmbtonvary among
genders.

After the genders were pooled and satisfactory fit was establizsignd, were added from
pre-test interparental conflict to young adults’ number of relationship begsand breakups at
the 15-year follow-up, from child and mother-reported maternal warmth a¢grestl5-year
follow-up anxious romantic attachment, and from child-reported consistent diseipline-test
to 15-year follow-up anxious romantic attachment to be consistent with Figsee bglow,

where these paths were added to Figure 1 to improve model fit). The pditiextsfwere then
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examined for significance; standardized path coefficients for FRyaem be found in Tables 6
and 7. The significant and marginal paths are depicted diagramnyaiticigure 11. The results
revealed that child-reported maternal warmth (high acceptanclowa rejection) at pretest was
significantly positively related to children’s coping efficacytte six-year follow-up. Child-
reported maternal warmth (high acceptance and low rejection) at prateatse significantly
related to anxious romantic attachment at the 15-year follow-up, suchi¢htgrgnaternal
warmth was linked with higher levels of anxious attachment, which was gotararedictions.
Conversely, mother-reported maternal warmth at pretest was negéitikely with anxious
romantic attachment at the 15-year follow-up, and the effect was gisficsint. Also
contradictory to hypotheses, child-reported maternal consistentloliscit pretest was
significantly negatively related to children’s coping efficatyhe six-year follow-up. In
addition, higher levels of interparental conflict at pretest wergimalty related to more
relationship beginnings and breakups 15 years later.

Children’s six-year coping efficacy was marginally associatel sgitantic involvement
at the 15-year follow-up, such that higher coping efficacy was linked withategiéelihood of
being romantically involved. Furthermore, lower levels of coping efficasixatears were
marginally linked with more avoidant romantic attachment at the 15fgkaw-up. In addition,
peer competence at the six-year follow-up was significantly negjatislated to anxious
romantic attachment at the 15-year follow-up. In the model that includpdraittipants, the
proportion of variance accounted for in the 15-year follow-up outcomeblesiare as follows:
.05 for romantic involvemenp(< .10), .08 for romantic relationship beginnings and breakups (
< .05), .09 for avoidant romantic attachmegn&(.05), and .11 for anxious romantic attachment (

<.01).
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Following the procedures outlined by MacKinnon & Dwyer (1993) and MacKinnon,
Lockwood, & Williams (2004), the significance of the mediated effect wasilea¢d when both
thea andb paths were significant or marginally significant. The resulthetests of the
mediated effects for significance in Figure 2 can be found in Table 8. roeRigall mediated
effects were nonsignificant within the 95% confidence intervalsTthe 90% confidence
intervals, indicating marginal significance, are reported.Hgrst, the mediational path from
pretest child-reported maternal warmth to 15-year romantic involvemextiated through six-
year coping efficacy, was examined for significance. In this mode4, plagh (maternal warmth
to coping efficacy) was significant, while thgath (coping efficacy to romantic involvement)
was marginal. The mediated effect, estimated using the conventional déiadn{i.e., dividing
the product of tha andb paths by the standard error of the effect), was -1.43. Then, using
MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams’ (2004) newer method, asymmetric confidenai¢sliwere
computed for the 90% interval, which ranged from -.067 (lower value) to -.002 (vgdpe).
Since zero was not contained in this interval, the mediated effect veamoted to be marginal.
Next, the mediational path from pretest child-reported maternal Wwaonis-year avoidant
romantic attachment, mediated through six-year coping efficacy, wasrexhfar significance.
Again, thea path (maternal warmth to coping efficacy) was significant, whild thath (coping
efficacy to avoidant attachment) was marginal. The mediated eféecéstimated using the
conventional delta method to be -1.49. Asymmetric confidence limits were computid 0%
interval, which ranged from -.070 (lower value) to -.003 (upper value). Semoenas not
contained in this interval, the mediated effect was determined to benalaMgxt, the
mediational path from pretest child-reported consistent discifidé-year romantic
involvement, mediated through six-year coping efficacy, was examineigfificance. In this

model, thea path (consistent discipline to coping efficacy) was significant, whéé path
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(coping efficacy to romantic involvement) was marginal. The medidtect evas estimated
using the conventional delta method to be 1.40. Asymmetric confidence liméswareputed for
the 90% interval, which ranged from .001 (lower value) to .060 (upper value).Zgimce/as not
contained in this interval, the mediated effect was determined to benalaMgxt, the
mediational path from pretest child-reported consistent discifidé-year avoidant romantic
attachment, mediated through six-year coping efficacy, was examineagrfificance. In this
model, thea path (consistent discipline to coping efficacy) was significant, whéé path
(coping efficacy to avoidant attachment) was marginal. The medidtad whs estimated using
the conventional delta method to be 1.46. Asymmetric confidence limits were cdrfqmutee
90% interval, which ranged from .002 (lower value) to .062 (upper value). Sirce/as not
contained in this interval, the mediated effect was determined to banalarg
Romantically-involved participantdlext, only the participants who were romantically
involved at the 15-year follow-upN(= 139) were selected for the analysis of Figure 1. Since all
of these participants were romantically involved at this assesstnembmantic involvement
outcome variable was excluded for the following analyses. Unfortunatedy) the limited
number of participants, the stacked gender models could not be employed toutest Fithus,
Figure 1 was broken down into two simpler models. The stacked models usedtte gestder
moderation hypothesis are shown in Figures 7, 8, 9, and 10. Stacked models wereialbetbinit
test the three romantic relationship variables (romantic relatjpsshisfaction, romantic
relationship problems, and confidence in the romantic relationshippase twhether the overall
model or specific paths were moderated by participant gender (Figures 7 @nhd ) of the
model allowing paths to vary across males and females was gatigi@é(64)= 64.53,p = .46;
CFI =1.00; SRMSR = .04; RMSEA = .01). The fit of the model constraining patirgaidance

across males and females also appeared satisfagt@g)c 116.35p = .10; CFl = .95; SRMSR
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=.06; RMSEA = .05), but a model comparison was conducted to ensure that both models fi
equally well. Given thqzdiﬁerenceof 51.82 and the gference Of 34 and in comparing these values to
a table of critical®values, this analysis revealed that the null hypothesis should beedefes
.05). Thus, there is evidence for gender moderation in the model including onlytibiparats

who were romantically involved at the 15-year follow-up and including onlyctmantic
relationship outcome variables (romantic relationship satisfaatbmantic relationship

problems, and confidence in the romantic relationship).

Another stacked model was employed to test the remaining outcome \sanegalsured
in Figure 1 (number of relationship beginnings and breakups, avoidant romaicticreste, and
anxious romantic attachment; Figures 9 and 10). The fit of the model allowhsgtpatary
across males and females was pgé(6e)= 85.00,p < .05; CFl = .79; SRMSR = .05; RMSEA =
.07), so the modification indices were examined to determine whether patti$edrged to
improve model fit. As a result, paths were added from pre-test intatphconflict to the
number of relationship beginnings and breakups at the 15-year follow-up, fromrahitdogher-
reported maternal warmth at pre-test to 15-year follow-up anxious ronaéaisbhment, and from
child-reported consistent discipline at pre-test to 15-year fallpwnxious romantic attachment.
The fit of the model allowing paths to vary across males and femalesvieapbconsiderably
(x*(54)= 57.58,p = .34; CFl = .97; SRMSR = .04; RMSEA = .03), and the fit of the model
constraining paths to invariance was not considerably worse #i(®3)= 107.67p = .14; CFI
=.87; SRMSR = .06; RMSEA = .05).

Again, to ensure that both models fit equally wej}? model comparison was conducted.
the difference ir? values and degrees of freedom between the two models was calculated
(deiﬁe,encez 50.09, dfifterence= 39) and compared to a table of criti;@%d/alues, which revealed

that the null hypothesis could not be rejected, and it was concluded thaofiteé model
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constraining the paths was not considerably worse than the model allowinghthéopzdry.
Thus, there was no evidence for gender moderation in the model including only itipgast
who were romantically involved at the 15-year follow-up and including the rnuofibe
relationship beginnings and breakups, avoidant romantic attachment, and anxiuitscrom
attachment as outcomes.

Because only specific paths varied between males and females ia Eigloe genders
were pooled, the two simpler models (including the number of relationstipnioegs and
breakups, avoidant romantic attachment, anxious romantic attachment, ralatiboship
satisfaction, romantic relationship problems, and confidence in the romaationship) were
combined, and interaction terms were added where necessary. Spgctheathodification
indices of the stacked models revealed that the relation betwddrects peer competence at the
six-year follow-up and confidence in the romantic relationship at the 15glé&aw{fup may
differ between genders. In addition, the modification indices revealethdlas and females may
differ in the relation between program condition (combined program vsitlitercontrol) and
their confidence in the romantic relationship at the 15-year follow-ops,Tfollowing Aiken &
West's (1991) procedure, the predictor variables were centered whererggprgmd program
condition x gender and six-year coping efficacy x gender variables wereccréhese
interaction terms were then estimated in the SEM, in addition todireeffects of program
condition, gender, and six-year coping efficacy. The program condition x gendaciioie was
significant in predicting young adults’ confidence in the romanticiogighip, while the six-year
coping efficacy x gender interaction was nonsignificant. An examinatitreaheans
corresponding to the program condition x gender interaction revealed thatiméie literature

control condition had the highest levels of confidence in their romanticoredhips.
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The standardized path coefficients for Figure 1 can be found in Tables 9 an10. T
significant and marginal paths are depicted diagrammatically urd-it2. The findings were
similar to those found in Figure 2, with a few exceptions. In Figure 1, highds kve
interparental conflict at pretest were significantly positivelated to more relationship
beginnings and breakups at the 15-year follow-up; this effect was onlynadargFigure 2. In
addition, in Figure 1, the effect of children’s coping efficacy atstkeyear follow-up on avoidant
romantic attachment at the 15-year follow-up was nonsignificant.peltiswas marginal in
Figure 2. Despite the significant negative effect of six-year ga®petence on anxious romantic
attachment at the 15-year follow-up in Figure 2, this path was nonsignificaguire Hi. There
were only two other unique findings of Figure 1. First, there was a mapyagive effect of
children’s six-year coping efficacy on romantic satisfaction afL&gear follow-up. Second,
there was a marginal positive effect of children’s six-yearrgppfficacy on confidence in the
romantic relationship at 15 years. In the model that included only theipantiE who were
romantically involved, the proportion of variance accounted for in theeabfpllow-up outcome
variables are as follows: .14 for romantic relationship beginnings aa#tps | < .05), .09 for
avoidant romantic attachmemt € .10), .10 for anxious romantic attachmgn&(.05), .03 for
romantic relationship satisfactiop € .31), .02 for romantic relationship problerps=(.49), and
.07 for confidence in the romantic relationship<(.10).

Following the procedures outlined by MacKinnon & Dwyer (1993) and MacKinnon,
Lockwood, & Williams (2004), the significance of the mediated effect wasilea¢d when both
thea andb paths were significant or marginally significant. The resulthetests of the
mediated effects for significance in Figure 1 can be found in Table 11. ke Higall mediated
effects were nonsignificant within the 95% confidence intervalisT the 90% confidence

intervals, indicating marginal significance, are reported.Hérst, the mediational path from
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pretest child-reported maternal warmth to 15-year romantic saitisfamediated through six-
year coping efficacy, was examined for significance. In this mode4 pla¢h (maternal warmth
to coping efficacy) was significant, while thgpath (coping efficacy to romantic satisfaction)
was marginal. The mediated effect, estimated using the conventional ddttzdni.e., dividing
the product of the andb paths by the standard error of the effect), was 1.47. Then, using
MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams’ (2004) newer method, asymmetric confidendigsliwere
computed for the 90% interval, which ranged from .004 (lower value) to .107 (uppey.val
Since zero was not contained in this interval, the mediated effect vesmited to be marginal.
Next, the mediational path from pretest child-reported maternal Wwaonits-year confidence in
the romantic relationship, mediated through six-year coping efficaay ewamined for
significance. Again, tha path (maternal warmth to coping efficacy) was significant, whildthe
path (coping efficacy to romantic confidence) was marginal. Theateeldeffect was estimated
using the conventional delta method to be 1.48. Asymmetric confidence limésarmputed for
the 90% interval, which ranged from .004 (lower value) to .105 (upper value).Z8irce/as not
contained in this interval, the mediated effect was determined to benalaMgxt, the
mediational path from pretest child-reported consistent discif@ii®-year confidence in the
romantic relationship, mediated through six-year coping efficacyewasined for significance.
In this model, the path (consistent discipline to coping efficacy) was significantienheb

path (coping efficacy to romantic confidence) was marginal. Theateeeffect was estimated
using the conventional delta method to be -1.50. Asymmetric confidence limésareputed
for the 90% interval, which ranged from -.104 (lower value) to -.004 (upper v8inee zero
was not contained in this interval, the mediated effect was deterioibedmarginal. Next, the
mediational path from pretest child-reported consistent diseiphiri5-year avoidant romantic

satisfaction, mediated through six-year coping efficacy, was exanansgjhificance. In this
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model, thea path (consistent discipline to coping efficacy) was significant, whéé path
(coping efficacy to romantic satisfaction) was marginal. The meteitect was estimated using
the conventional delta method to be -1.49. Asymmetric confidence limits wapaited for the
90% interval, which ranged from -.105 (lower value) to -.004 (upper value). 8ncevas not
contained in this interval, the mediated effect was determined to benalarg
Discussion

This study investigated the theoretical pathways leading to tstopenent of romantic
relationships in young adults from divorced families. A multiple linkage pattwas
hypothesized in which family processes in middle childhood lead to successfulkfationships
and coping efficacy in adolescence, which in turn lead to romanticoredatp outcomes in
young adulthood. Specifically, it was predicted that lower levels efgatental conflict and
higher levels of positive parenting in middle childhood would be associatedigtiir tevels of
coping efficacy and peer competence in adolescence. Furthermore, bigheiof peer
competence and coping efficacy in adolescence were expected to lead tecuoeeg@mantic
attachment, a greater likelihood of being involved in a romantic relatmnmsbre satisfaction in
the romantic relationship, fewer romantic relationship problems, anttgoeamfidence in the
future of the relationship in young adulthood. Two models, one with all partisipad the other
with only the participants who were romantically involved in young adulthood tested.
Partial support was found for the proposed longitudinal hypotheses. Spegificalbth models,
greater child-reported maternal warmth was related to childrenisgcefficacy in adolescence.
In addition, in the model with all participants, greater coping effica@adblescence was
marginally linked with both an increased likelihood of being romalhticasolved and with
decreased levels of avoidant romantic attachment in young adulthood niodieé with

participants who were romantically involved in young adulthood, greater cdfiirarg in
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adolescence was marginally related to increased romantic satisfaistl confidence in the
romantic relationship in young adulthood. Marginal mediation effeete found for several of
the proposed paths. The implications of these findings as well asuotirgrected findings and
the failure for other analyses to support the mediation model willdoeisied. The strengths and
limitations of the study and directions for future research vat &le discussed.

Model with all participantsThe finding that child-reported maternal warmth in middle
childhood was significantly related to greater coping efficacy inesdehce is consistent with
socialization theory, which proposes that parents actively teacheshédsential skills for
regulating emotion and responding to stressful events (e.g., Maccoby & Mag8),Morris et
al., 2007). The finding is also consistent with previous studies thatih&ed parenting with
children’s coping efficacy (Smith et al., 2006; Zhou et al., 2008), but this sttitly fisst to
establish this link over such a long time lag and from middle childhood tosadalee. Prior
studies of the relations between parenting and coping have primarilgfboas/ounger children
(Smith et al., 2006; Zhou et al., 2008). In addition, this study is the first to usplenult
informants to measure parenting when testing its relation to latergcefficacy. Different
relations were found between mother- and child-report of maternal warmiiidhood and
anxious romantic attachment in young adulthood. Consistent with hypotheses aadsrevi
research (e.g., Black & Schutte, 2006; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Owens¥198), mother-
reported maternal warmth in middle childhood was related to dedraag®us romantic
attachment in young adulthood. Contrary to expectations and prior researalestrd ptudy
revealed a link between child-reported maternal warmth in middle childirwbdhildren’s
increased anxious romantic attachment in young adulthood. The current stady/fddin prior
studies in that most prior studies have used young adults’ retrospegtrésrof parenting to test

this link (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Black & Schutte, 2006), which may have led to bepsstsr
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that were based on current relationship experiences in young adulthood. Beeaaffects in the
current study were found over a 15 year period, it may be that later refgtienperiences
prevented the development of a secure romantic attachment in adulthquie, ttheswarm
relationships in childhood (Dinero et al., 2008; Roisman et al., 2002; Simpson et a)., B007
addition, it may be that the current counter-intuitive findings are uniqire tdvorce population.
It is well-documented that children from divorced families are mikedylto develop insecure
attachment styles than their peers from continuously-married far(@i®well, Treboux, &
Brockmeyer, 2009; Sprecher, Cate, & Levin, 1998; Summers et al., 1998). Itsodedhat the
experience of parental divorce changes the relations between thegfale relationship and the
development of later romantic relationships. While the contrary fisdaegoss reporter are
difficult to reconcile, it is not unusual to obtain findings that differ asnatfon of informant.
Using a sample of preadolescents, Tein, Roosa, & Michaels (1994) showt thatrelations
between parent and child reports of parenting behaviors are typicallyasraometimes
negative due to the fact that children and parents share differenttpmrsey parenting.
Importantly, that study used the same measure as the present ineestigatCRPBI, to
measure parenting.

Child-reported consistent discipline in middle childhood was nedgtigated to coping
efficacy during adolescence, which is also contrary to other studiesrs) that effective
parenting is positively linked with children’s coping efficacy (Sneitlal., 2006; Zhou et al.,
2008). One potential explanation may be that parents who discipline their coitdneneven if
this discipline is consistent, have children with other problems that mdigiopeor coping
efficacy. For example, it may be that children with externalizing pnoblevoke greater amounts
of discipline efforts on the part of parents, and that their externalizofgons may be

accounting for their lower levels of subsequent coping efficacy (e.g., Zhbuz20G8). Other
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studies have found that high levels of certain types of diseipdiry., discipline that is harsh or
that is given when parents are frustrated or angry) are relatecher keégels of children’s
externalizing problems (e.g., Deater-Deckard, Ivy, & Petrill, 2006; Flettra., 2008; Prinzie et
al., 2004). In sum, children with behavior problems may need to be disciplined nuprenfiig

by parents and may also have poor coping skills.

The findings that greater coping efficacy in adolescence wasnmabllygelated to a
greater likelihood of being romantically involved and with decreased auaiol@mantic
attachment in young adulthood are consistent with research showingphmeg skills in
childhood are associated with romantic outcomes later in life (e.g., Cahdfin & Pasley, 2008;
Rodrigues & Kitzmann, 2007). This suggests that children who develop positive s&pisgnd
feel confident in their ability to cope will be more likely to have stabmantic relationships and
feel more secure in these relationships in young adulthood. The finding tde¢mlsi peer
competence in adolescence was significantly related to decreasedasanmmantic attachment in
young adulthood is consistent with findings from previous studies. Specifigatly studies have
found a relationship between popularity with peers and interpersonal cocwated positive
romantic outcomes later in life (e.g., Carroll, Badger, & Yang, 2006; Gakt 2006).

Although not predicted, interparental conflict withessed in childhood wagimady
positively related to the number of relationship beginnings and breakups in aduitigood. The
measure used to assess relationship beginnings and breakups has bestedgsticattachment
security in other studies, so this finding is also consistent withtlirerahowing that
interparental conflict withessed during childhood is related to inseclulé romantic attachment
(e.g., Hayashi & Strickland, 1998; Rodrigues & Kitzmann, 2007). One potential exmpheafat

this finding is that repeated exposure to interparental conflict ragyclgildren to be more
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emotionally insecure and have more difficulty coping with and regulatingimegamotion in
romantic relationships (Davies & Cummings, 1994).

The present study also found that children’s coping efficacy in adolescgarginally
mediated the effects of child-reported maternal warmth in childhoodumgyadults’ romantic
involvement and their avoidant romantic attachment. Although prior studieddund that
maternal warmth was related to romantic outcomes in young adulthood (e.g.,ekbman, &
Fisher, 1998; Scharf & Mayseless, 2001), this is the first study tafiderddiating pathways to
explain this effect. These findings suggest that, in children from divbim®és, warm and
responsive parenting may enhance children’s perceived ability to dthpstressors, which in
turn increases the likelihood that they will be romantically involvetisacurely attached in
young adulthood. Two other mediational pathways were marginally significadrin, lexpected
ways. Child-reported consistent discipline in middle childhood was assdavith low
adolescent coping efficacy, which was in turn related to a lower likelinbloeirmg romantically
involved and more avoidant attachment. As discussed earlier, it may ¢esththat children’s
prior externalizing problems evoke a greater amount of discipline amteals$ to lower coping
efficacy. It may be that pre-existing externalizing problems are adonguot the relationships
between discipline, coping efficacy, and poorer romantic outcomes (e.g., feergdesvood, &
Ridder, 2005; Woodward, Fergusson, & Horwood, 2002).

None of the childhood variables were found to be associated withectidgeer
competence in adolescence. One potential explanation for these null fimbiolges the impact
of parental divorce on child outcomes; studies have shown that parentakdivohildhood is
associated with a lower level of interpersonal competence (e.g., MulBtolberg, 2002) later in
life. Despite the consistent finding that positive parenting is linkétd theé development of social

competence and popularity with peers, many of these studies have been condhc#dherit
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divorced families (e.g., Dekovic & Janssens, 1992; Scharf & Mays@le83). It may be that the
effect of parental divorce on children’s peer competence overridestdrgipbeffect of positive
parenting, such that the impact of positive parenting on peer competetddand in this
divorced sample. In particular, parents who divorce may be modeling mpéladaterpersonal
behaviors, such as poor conflict resolution and communication skills andiescasger or
hostility, even if they do maintain effective parenting following the diedecg., Amato, 1996;
Glenn & Kramer, 1987).

Several predicted relations between childhood variabldsding interparental conflict
and the mother-reported measures of discipline, and children’s copingefficadolescence
were not found. Although these relations were predicted based on findings witeantipes
(e.g., Smith et al., 2006; Zhou et al., 2008), two possible explanations are proposeyl hoese
relations were not found in the current sample. One explanation is thadtpdas have not
examined these relations in a sample of children of divorce and ibentdoat the adverse effect
of parental divorce on children’s coping (e.g., Krantz et al., 1985; Sandlerl&%t) override
the positive effects of interparental conflict and adaptive pagnGiven the numerous negative
life changes that accompany parental divorce, it is not surprisghildren exhibit deficits in
effective coping and higher levels of adjustment problems (e.g., Amateit®, K 991; Amato,
2001), regardless of the quality of parenting they receive. A seconchatiptafor the lack of a
relation of interparental conflict and discipline with coping eifiz or peer competence involves
the amount of time between assessments. During the transition from childremtmleéscence,
many additional stressors and changes may be influencing the developmemitad$ &aping
efficacy and popularity with peers (e.g., Spear, 2000). Previous research 8gamioted the
developmental periods during which variables such as interparentattantli parenting exert

the most influence on outcomes such coping efficacy and peer competencedadifaanilies,
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despite the finding that accurately identifying time lags in devedopah research is essential to
reduce bias and make causal inferences (e.g., Gollob & Reichardt, 1987).

A similar explanation may be relevant for the nonsignificant gatding from
adolescent peer competence and coping efficacy to the romantic outcoadegatin particular,
there were no significant paths from children’s peer competence irseelioée to their romantic
involvement, avoidant romantic attachment, and relationship beginnings andgsréakoung
adulthood. There were also no significant relations between childigmiisgcefficacy in
adolescence and their relationship beginnings and breakups and anxious raaahticegnt in
young adulthood. The transition from adolescence to young adulthood is charddignaany
physiological, social, emotional, and behavioral changes (e.g., Arnett, 2000, 20€igre may
have been a number of other variables influencing romantic outcomes duritigéhids was
the case for the linkages between middle childhood and adolescentesntais! difficult to
identify the specific time lags during which the adolescent vadgabtert the strongest impact on
romantic relationship outcomes, especially when other developmentgeshare taking place.

There may also be other explanations for the failure to find relatitwed&e peer
competence and the romantic outcome variables. It could be the casélileatyterpersonal
competence is associated with later romantic outcomes, populahtpears during adolescence
is not as influential, such that individuals who were less engaged ai aotivities during
adolescence may still be socially competent and thus successfulantionelationships in
young adulthood. Using young children, Rudasill & Konold (2008) found shyness and social
inhibition ratings to be positively linked with social competence two Jategs Furthermore, in
their review, Miller & Coll (2007) outlined a number of positive facttiet contribute to the
successful development of social skills in shy children, including pagesmd socioeconomic

status, and noted that shy children may have friendships that are moegdritian those of
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extroverted children. Other researchers have suggested that shypgssvaat children from
dealing with conflict using aggressive behavior (Rydell, Bohlin, & Tho2€l05).

Model with only the romantically-involved participantglany of the same paths that
were found in the full sample were also found in this subsample of romdfntio/olved
individuals. For only the participants who were romantically involvedyrfsiant relation was
found between interparental conflict experienced in childhood and a greatkemnof romantic
relationship beginnings and breakups in young adulthood. Although previous studidsural/
interparental conflict withessed in childhood to be associated with rmmantic outcomes,
including fears of abandonment, feelings of jealousy, and poor communicatier{t3&ifashi &
Strickland, 1998; Herzog & Cooney, 2002), this study is the first to predict thisubar aspect
of romantic attachment. Furthermore, previous studies have used onlpeetios measures to
assess childhood variables (Hayashi & Strickland, 1998; Herzog & Cooney, 2082urfent
finding is consistent with Bandura’s (1962) social learning theory and stisgbat young adults
may model the maladaptive conflict behaviors employed by their divorcingtpawenich may
then contribute to their own romantic relationship instability (Cuictram, & Pasley, 2008;
Mullett & Stolberg, 2002; Webster, Orbuch, & House, 1995). This may also réfeetiend for
romantically-involved young adults from divorced families to be involveeitimlsshort-term
relationships rather than committed long-term bonds, a finding that isd-¢tainsecure romantic
attachment and consistent with previous studies (e.g., Doucet & As@003).

An interesting pattern of marginal findings was also revealed for theipants who
were romantically involved in young adulthood. Higher levels of adolesopimgefficacy were
marginally linked with both greater romantic satisfaction and greatdrdence in the romantic
relationship in young adulthood. This relation has been found in other studie€&.gincham,

& Pasley, 2008; Rodrigues & Kitzmann, 2007) but has not been specifically tedtetiwsitced
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families prior to the current investigation. It may be that childreanfidence in their ability to
cope with stressors impacts the quality of their romantic relationgfopsibly through their prior
successes with conflict resolution and regulation of negative affean@dy, Bolger, & Shrout,
2002). The current study also found that male participants exhibited teglés of confidence

in their romantic relationships than did females. This is consistéminevious findings
suggesting that men whose parents divorced in childhood are more likeg} tpfimistic about
the future of their romantic relationships than females from dagbfamilies (Whitton et al.,
2008).

The present study also found that adolescents’ coping efficacy niprgmealiated the
effect of child-reported maternal warmth in childhood on young adult racrsattsfaction.
Similarly, adolescents’ coping efficacy marginally mediated ffexeof child-reported maternal
warmth in childhood on young adult confidence in the romantic relationBhgocurrent study is
the first to demonstrate this mechanism through which parenting tettts quality of later
romantic relationships, although the paths from parenting to coping effeacy3$mith et al.,
2006) and from coping efficacy to romantic outcomes (e.g., Rodrigues & Kitzmann, 2007) have
been established in separate studies. These findings suggest thidrém ¢ftom divorced
homes, positive parenting may enhance children’s confidence in theiy &bitibpe with
negative events, which then enhances their perceptions of theintiomelationship in young
adulthood. As suggested earlier, the latter relation may be theatsmploying healthier
conflict resolution and emotion regulation strategies during romeoiifict.

Coping efficacy in adolescence also marginally mediated the effieckdéld-reported
consistent discipline on romantic outcomes in young adulthood, but in unexpected way
Specifically, high levels of consistent discipline in middle childhoodewelated to poor coping

efficacy in adolescence, which was associated with low levetswdntic satisfaction and
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confidence in the romantic relationship in young adulthood. As noted eahiidrea with
behavior problems may be disciplined more, have lower levels of copingasffiand have
poorer romantic outcomes later in life (e.g., Fergusson, Horwood, & Ridder, 200%. In t
subsample of romantically-involved participants, there may exist anntifige third mental
health variable that is accounting for the association between positygidesand problematic
romantic relationships, through the influence of coping efficacy. As diedusr the model that
included all participants, many childhood variables were found to be tettétaadolescent
coping efficacy and peer competence. Similar explanations could potebéabplied to the
lack of support for predicted relations in this subsample as in thefpls.
Theoretical Implications, Strengths, and Weaknesses

The present study was designed to test the mechanisms through which &Hrbodhi
factors such as parenting and interparental conflict affect the deveibpfmemantic relations in
young adulthood. It was conducted with a sample of children from divorced households, a group
that is at increased risk for experiencing the eventual dissolatitheir own marriages (Amato
& DeBoer, 2001; Webster, Orbuch, & House, 1995). This investigation found that lpettipg
and interparental conflict in childhood are related to the developmennaintic attachment
security, the likelihood of being romantically involved, and the qualitpiantic relationships
in young adulthood. In addition, this study showed that children’s coping efficacy and peer
competence may be plausible mechanisms through which those family contextaiales exert
long-term effects on romantic outcomes. Although the meditational modedsomy marginally
significant, this is the first study to empirically find support fur tole of coping efficacy and
peer competence in adolescence as mediators of the relation betvesgimgand conflict in

childhood and romantic outcomes in young adulthood. The use of longitudinal datanganni
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period of 15 years establishes temporal precedence of the measurddsandiallows greater
confidence in making causal inferences.

In addition, this study is the first to simultaneously test coping effiaad peer
competence as mediators of these relations in this high-risk populatida amploy multiple
informants to measure each relationship variable. Many previous stwdiesss-sectional (e.g.,
Steinberg, Davila, & Fincham, 2006), retrospective (e.g., Hayashi & SinidklL998), measure
only one informant’s perception of the relationship (e.g., Reese-Weberti&-Biaring, 1998),
or only assess specific components of relationship quality, such aspinety for intimacy (e.g.,
Scharf & Mayseless, 2001). The current study addressed all of thés¢iding, using mothers
and children to measure parenting and peer competence variables and young athéts and
romantic partners to measure romantic relationship variables. Fadtermultiple parenting
dimensions were measured, including warmth and discipline, and severalidmsefsomantic
relationship quality were assessed, including satisfaction, problems, aidenogfin the
relationship. In addition, this study assessed whether the relatiomgdamily contextual
variables, coping efficacy, peer competence, and romantic outcomes dil$emddnction of
whether participants were currently romantically involved.

Unfortunately, the small sample size precluded the ability to tdsy@dithesized paths
within the same structural equation model, thereby necessitating dectiomposimost of the
models into simpler forms for analyses. This may have prevented amexiamiof the unique
contributions made by each of the predictor and mediator variables, ghtéetiding to biased
results. The small sample size also resulted in potentialyfficient power to detect such long-
term mediational effects. Importantly, the study was correlationandhat the preventive
intervention did not appear to impact any of the hypothesized paths. t immglartant to note

that, of the many paths tested in the two models, only a small percentagmottthed
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significance. Because five percent of the tests of mediation wowrgeeted by chance,
replication of the current findings is necessary in order to have confidetdféey are not due to
chance.
Intervention Implications and Future Directions

This study has several important implications for intervention etitldren from
divorced homes. The present findings suggest that parenting, interpaoafiiat, coping
efficacy, and peer competence may serve as modifiable targets ofntitanv@arenting
programs that emphasize parental warmth, responsiveness, andeffestdipline have been
shown to mediate the effects of an intervention to reduce mental healbnpsaif children from
divorced homes (Wolchik et al., 2002; 2007). The current study provides sometisegges
evidence that one of the pathways by which positive parenting improves clsldnegrterm
romantic outcomes may be by helping children feel more confident in bikly 80 cope with
conflict and other stressors. The potential contribution of parenting towaphildren’s coping
efficacy might best be realized in a multi-component intervention inhadhiddren learn
adaptive coping strategies and parents reinforce children’s use oftregsgies at home. Indeed,
the New Beginnings Program (NBP), the preventive intervention that wessadsn this study,
included a child coping skills component in addition to a parenting skills compdmg previous
analyses showed that neither component produced changes in childriee’s@gihg, avoidant
coping, or coping, or coping efficacy at posttest (Wolchik et al., 2000). Babktnull finding,
more recent analyses revealed that the program did enhance chidshteréscoping and coping
efficacy at the six-year follow-up, through its effects on mother-childioakhip quality (Velez
et al., 2010; Wolchik et al., 2002). One way in which a parenting component may phespem
the coping efficacy of children from divorced families may be by fatiiy parental warmth and

sensitivity, improving parent-child communication, and teaching parents hogcipliie
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effectively. Specifically, parents may actively teach children hovope evith stressful events
through positive communication with their children and responsiveness tohhéien’s needs
(Maccoby & Martin, 1983). In addition, parents may model healthy coping sestégth in the
way they cope with the divorce and in the way they communicate and resdiiet edth their
ex-partner (Bandura, 1962; Cui, Fincham, & Pasley, 2008).

Other preventive interventions have been shown to impact childrepirggcskills
directly. For example, the Family Bereavement Program (FBP), a pragsigned to prevent
mental health problems in children who experienced the death of a parent, mhsofouprove
children’s positive coping, which was comprised of both coping efficacy and e&lapping
strategies, at the posttest assessment (Sandler et al., 2003).r@ghemp, such as the
Improving Social Awareness — Social Problem Solving (ISA-SPS) Pro@amne-Butler et al.,
1997), the Positive Youth Development Program (PYD) (Caplan et al., 199Pe¢nh&oping
Skills Training Program (Prinz et al., 1994) have also been shown to imprdvehildten’s and
adolescents’ ability to cope with stressful events. It may be thdlwasa preventive intervention
that includes a strong coping skills component impacts children’s lomgroenantic outcomes
through its effects on adaptive coping. Alternatively, a preventive griéon may enhance the
development of children’s positive coping, which may shield them from developergalizing
and externalizing problems in response to stressful events (Compas, 1987alaedhem to
have higher-quality and more successful romantic relationships.

The current study did not find an effect of parenting on later romantic outdbneeigh
the mechanism of children’s peer competence. Despite this, it may be pléusibfeeventive
intervention to impact children’s peer competence directly, which may tHaanoé romantic
outcomes in young adulthood. In particular, it may be possible to teach childrerllthi® ski

communicate and negotiate effectively with peers, which transtathe tater use of these skills
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with romantic partners. If children are able to communicate empzgityetaind resolve conflict
effectively, they will likely have more positive relationshipgharomantic partners (Carroll,
Badger, & Yang, 2006). Although the NBP was not shown to have effects on children’s peer
competence, other preventive interventions, including some that weshalsa to impact
children’s coping, have also been found to enhance children’s social B&illexample, the Peer
Coping Skills Training Program was shown to improve children’s teaeled-social skills at
both posttest and follow-up assessments (Prinz et al., 1994). In addition, ithve Fasith
Development Program (PYD) (Caplan et al. 1992) and Social Relationafrfdgochman et al.,
1993) were both found to improve children’s social competence and popularity wish Asgain,
since social skills are linked with mental health (e.g., Dodge & S@nhe87; Luthar & Zigler,
1992), it may be the case that these prevention programs influence childcal€smpetence,
which leads to improved mental health and eventually, success in ronedetimnships. It may
also be the case that some other variable, such as mental health prabtemsts for the effect
of these programs on children’s six-year competence, such that tharpi®ogositive effect on
children’s mental health leads to enhanced social skills, which thénbecdes to more positive
romantic relationships in young adulthood.

Although the hypothesized models did not appear to differ as a function of gender, other
studies have found differences between males and females in etzedrtfluence of parental
divorce and family contextual variables on romantic outcomes (e.g., M&l&tblberg, 2002;
Story et al., 2004). Given the fact that the present sample was comprigetiisively divorced
families, this study was unable to assess the impact of parentaledorothe mediator and
romantic outcome variables. It may be the case that within divorceliefgtie pathways from
parenting and interparental conflict to children’s later romanticomags, through the influence

of children’s coping efficacy and peer competence, are the same for bagrgdt will be
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important for future studies to look at the interactive effect of clattdgr and parental divorce
on children’s romantic outcomes, using a larger sample of both divorced and oorediv
families. In the current study, only 194 young adults participated in the 15-yeav-fgh, and
only 139 of them were romantically involved, limiting power to detect modeatieffects.

In conclusion, a future preventive intervention might include simultaneoestgeaining
and children’s social competence and coping skills components. Pacehdsiearn strategies
for disciplining effectively and building positive post-divorceat&nships with their children. In
addition, parents would learn skills to practice and reinforce childoapimg efforts and social
skills in the home environment. The inclusion of pretest, posttest, anglmiédtiow-up
assessments might yield information regarding the impact of theapnagr targeted variables
and other important constructs, such as mental health, in an attempt tatdeiagsal
relationships. The findings yielded from efficacy trials of éhpsograms would guide future
research, such that the programs could be modified to target the most proxiaidésanf
change, whether they are children’s mental adjustment, social competeocping skills,
which would eventually contribute to romantic relationship outcomes. It \sdllze essential for
future research to identify critical points of intervention forepding, coping skills, and social
competence so that other changes taking place across the developiaetaly do not serve to
counteract the effects of the program.

The current study illustrates how adaptation following parental divorce can be
conceptualized within a resilience, rather than risk, framework. ticplar, it has been
suggested that healthy adaptation following parental divorce irchmté reductions in problem
outcomes and increases in developmental competencies (e.g., Luthar, 2003).&iven th
importance of establishing intimate romantic relationships fonitiwg, emotional, behavioral,

and physical functioning (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), it is important for figluidies to



71

consider the completion of long-term developmental tasks as importaoh@ut@riables to
examine in prevention research with high-risk populations (Masten & \Wads 1998; Sandler,
Wolchik, & Ayers, 2008). Although many programs are designed to mitigate negatsomes
following parental divorce, (e.g., Wolchik et al., 2007), there is a growingesitar the effects of
preventive interventions on promoting positive outcomes (Catalano et al), 280ted by
Sandler, Wolchik, & Ayers (2008) in the context of parental bereavemengrtiergsk and
protective factors that contribute to negative outcomes can also becedtia lead to positive
outcomes for children. Catalano et al. (2002; 2004) indicated that sgeuniflg-, individual-,

and community-level factors can be targeted in “positive youth developniRefiD)(programs to
assist children in successfully achieving developmental tasks, suthoévement in intimate
relationships. Thus, the findings from the present study suggest thatfamhilecontextual
factors such as parenting and interparental conflict can lead tovegge¢r and romantic partner
relationships, in addition to poor coping skills, these factors can alsage¢ethto lead to
resilient outcomes. Similarly, individual-level factors such as cogifigacy and peer
competence can be modified through preventive interventions to improveolaantic
relationship outcomes. Future preventive interventions would benefit framprating these
protective factors in their targeted program components, and methodioggzaous, long-
term prospective studies can assist in providing evidence thaféloéses do in fact lead to

developmentally-salient positive outcomes for high-risk youth.



Table 1

Measures and Reliabilities

Measure Cronbachds alpha (
Pretest Six Years 15 Years
Children’s Perception of Interparental Conflict Scale (Frequendyrtensity subscales) (M) .89 -- --
Children’s Perception of Interparental Conflict Scale (Frequendyirstensity subscales) (C) .82 -- --
O’Leary-Porter Overly Hostility Scale (M) .86 - -
Children’s Report of Parenting Behavior Inventory (Acceptance and Rejectbscales) (M) .86 -- --
Children’s Report of Parenting Behavior Inventory (Acceptance and Rejactbscales) (C) .86 -- --
Children’s Report of Parenting Behavior Inventory (Consistency of Diseipubscale) (M) .82 -- --
Children’s Report of Parenting Behavior Inventory (Consistency of Diseipubscale) (M) 74 -- --
Oregon Discipline and Monitoring Scales (Appropriate Disciplinescale) (M) .59 - -
Oregon Discipline and Monitoring Scales (Inappropriate Discipline sle)qé4) .75 -- --
Oregon Discipline and Monitoring Scales (Follow-Through subscale) (M) .78 -- --
Coatsworth Competence Scale (Peer Competence subscale) (M) .82 .79 --

2.



Measure

Cronbachds alpha (

Pretest Six Years 15 Years
Coping Efficacy Scale (C) 74 .82
History of Romantic Relationships Scale (C) -- - .73
Experiences in Close Relationships Scale (Avoidant Attachment syb&cple -- -- .95
Experiences in Close Relationships Scale (Anxious Attachment sub&ple) - - .93

Romantic Satisfaction Questionnaire (C)
Romantic Satisfaction Questionnaire (RP)
Relationship Assessment Scale (C)
Relationship Assessment Scale (RP)
Relationship Dynamics Scale (C)
Relationship Dynamics Scale (RP)
Relationship Problems Scale (C)

Relationship Problems Scale (RP)

.85

.83

.86

.84

.82

.84

.78

75



Measure

Pretest

Cronbachds alpha (

Six Years 15 Years

Confidence Scale (C)

Confidence Scale (RP)

.97

.95

Note. (M) = Mother Report; (C) = Child Report; (RP) = Romantic Partner Report

v,



Table 2

Intercorrelations Among Potential Covariates, Mediators, and Outcomes in a udimgit Sample of Children of Divorce

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1. Child Age  1.00 .10 .04 .01 -.05 -.02 -.01 -01  -.09 -.05 -.06 -.09 -.01 .01

2. Child Gendet -- 1.00 -.10 14* .07 -.04 -.15* A7 22** .09 .09 -.04 -.03 -.04

3. Gross Family Income -- 1.00 -12 -.06 .09 .02 -.10 -.02 -.04 -.05 -.04 -.07 .09

4. T1 Children’s Ext. Problems  -- 1.00 S56** - 19 - 14* .06 -.06 A15* .14 -.07 .00 -.15
(M/C)

5. T1 Children’s Int. Problems -- 1.00 -21*%* -20** .00 -.05 207 20 -.05 -.02 -12
(M/C)

6. T2 Children’s Coping -- 1.00 .38** - 15* .03 -23* - 16* .18* =11 21*
Efficacy (C)

7. T2 Children’s Peer -- 1.00 -.10 -13 -21% - 26** .06 -.03 14

Competence (M/C)

G.



Measure 1 2 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

8. T3 Romantic Involvemef{C) - 1.00 28**  36** 23 -.03 -17*

9. T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings -- 1.00 14> 5% .06 -.03 -.06
and Breakups (C)

10. T3 Avoidant Romantic - 1.00 B2k - B2** 5833+ -
Attachment (C)

11. T3 Anxious Romantic -- 1.00 -40%8441** -
Attachment (C)

12. T3 Romantic Rel. Satisfaction -- 1.00 -78** .79**
(C/RP)

13. T3 Romantic Rel. Problems - 1.00 -59*
(C/RP)

14. T3 Confidence in Romantic - 1.00




Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Rel. (C/RP)

Note. (M/C) = Mother + Child Report; (M) = Mother Report; (C) = Child Rep@@RP) = Child + Romantic Partner Report. T1 = Pretest; T2 =
Six-Year Follow-Up; T3 = 15-Year Follow-Up.

3 = Female; 2 = Malél = Yes; 2 = No.

*p<.05 *p<.0l.

Ll



Table 3

Measures of Covariates, Predictors, Mediators, and Outcomes in a Longitudinal Sdr@piédren of Divorce

Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Experimental Condition 240 1.97 .82 .05 -1.49
(1=Mother + Child, 2=Mother, 3=Lit. Control)
Child Gender (1=Female, 2=Male) 240 151 .50 -.05 -2.01
T1 Children’s Externalizing Problems 240 .00 .79 .39 .58
(Mother + Child Report)
T1 Children’s Internalizing Problems 240 .00 .76 .32 -.46
(Mother + Child Report)
T1 Child-Reported Maternal Warmth 240 51.76 5.87 -72 -.05
T1 Mother-Reported Maternal Warmth 240 53.94 419 -.82 .56
T1 Child-Reported Consistent 240 18.71 3.39 -.59 -.10
Discipline
T1 Mother-Reported Consistent 240 20.32 3.16 -.95 .63

8.



Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Discipline

T1 Mother-Reported Ratio of 240 .49 .05 -.00 -.24
Appropriate to Inappropriate Discipline

T1 Mother-Reported Discipline 240 3.89 .60 -.68 A1
Follow-Through

T1 Interparental Conflict (Mother + 227 -.05 .79 1.19 1.73
Child Report)

T1 Child-Reported Coping Efficacy 240 20.35 3.08 -.20 .39

T1 Peer Competence (Mother + 240 -.02 .83 -1.21 1.94
Child Report)

T2 Child-Reported Coping Efficacy 206 21.87 3.18 .06 -.46

T2 Peer Competence (Mother + 214 .04 .95 -1.33 2.57

6.



Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Child Report)

T3 Child-Reported Romantic 194 1.28 45 .97 -1.07
Involvement (1=Yes, 2=No)

T3 Child-Reported Romantic Rel. 194 .66 1.02 3.94 20.98
Beginnings and Breakups

T3 Child-Reported Avoidant Attach. 194 2.47 1.01 .79 .69

T3 Child-Reported Anxious Attach. 194 3.15 1.08 21 -.44

T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction 136 -.01 .86 -1.03 .29
(Young Adult + Romantic Partner Report)

T3 Romantic Relationship Problems 136 -.01 .86 73 .05
(Young Adult + Romantic Partner Report)

T3 Confidence in the Romantic 136 -.03 91 -1.35 1.15




Relationship (Young Adult + Romantic Partner Report)

Note. T1 = Pretest; T2 = Six-year follow-up; T3 = 15-year follow-up.
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Table 4a

Intercorrelations Among Pretest and Six-Year Follow-Up Variables in a Ludigel Sample of Children of Divorce

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1. Exper. Conditiohl.00 -.03 -08 -.05 .09 .05 .03 .03 -.07 A3 -14¢ 04 10  -.04 .05
2. Child Gendér - 1.00 14 07 -04 -02 -04 -.06 .00 -.04 .05 -07 -13* -04  -15*
3. T1 Children’s -- 1.00 B56* - 33** - 35%F - 28% 38 - 17* -31*  28** -15* -28% -19* -14*

Ext. Problems (M/C)
4. T1 Children’s - 1.00  -30* -28*-26* -37*-08 -31**  28% -30% -46% -21* -20*

Int. Problems (M/C)

5. T1 Maternal -- 1.00 26%*% 54**  25%* 19**  20** -.09 33** .18**  .21** .09
Warmth (C)

6. T1 Maternal -- 1.00 .06 A5 35 B1**  -11 .10 22%* .07 .10
Warmth (M)

¢8




Measure 1 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

7. T1 Consistent - 1.00 18* .07 14 -23** .08 .08 -.00 -.00
Discipline (C)

8. T1 Consistent - 1.00 23** 78 -26** .08 A1 13 .09
Discipline (M)

9. T1 Ratio of App. -- 1.00 29%*  -10 14* .05 .10 .08
To Inapp. Disc.
(M)

10. T1 Follow-Through -- .00 -20%*  13* A5 .10 .08
(M)

11. T1 Interparental -- 1.00 -.08 -09 -12 -.06

Conflict (M/C)

€8




Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

12. T1 Children’s -- 1.00 15* 24*  15*%
Coping Efficacy (C)

13. T1 Children’s Peer - 1.00 14 A1
Competence (M/C)

14. T2 Children’s -- 1.00 37**
Coping Efficacy (C)

15. T2 Children’s Peer -- 1.00

Competence (M/C)

Note. (M/C) = Mother + Child Report; (M) = Mother Report; (C) = Child Repdtt = Pretest; T2 = Six-Year Follow-Up.

?1 = Mother + Child; 2 = Mother Only; 3 = Literature Contfdl.= Female; 2 = Male.

*p<.05. *p< .01
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Table 4b

Intercorrelations Among Pretest and 15-Year Follow-Up Variables in a Longau8ample of Children of Divorce

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1. Exper. Condition - -09 -02 .02 -03 .01 -04 -06
2. Child Gendér -- A7* 2209 .09 -04 -03 -.04
3. T1 Children’s -- .06 -06 .15* .14 -07 .01 -.15

Ext. Problems (M/C)

4. T1 Children’s - .00 -05 .21*.20**-.05 -02 -12

Int. Problems (M/C)

5. T1 Maternal - -02 .04 -08 .01 .08 -03 .11
Warmth (C)

6. T1 Maternal - -01 .08 -19**-21** .12 -01 .07
Warmth (M)
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Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

7. T1 Consistent -- .09 .09 .08 .05 -03 -01 -05

Discipline (C)
8. T1 Consistent - -01 .05 -11 -08 .04 -02 .09
Discipline (M)
9. T1 Ratio of App.
To Inapp. Disc.
(M)
10. T1 Follow-Through
(M)
11. T1 Interparental - -.06 .08 .02 .04 01 .02 -05

Conflict (M/C)




Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

12. T1 Children’s - -09 -07 -19%* -12 .12 -04 .13
Coping Efficacy (C)

13. T1 Children’s Peer - -09 -03 -16* -21* .04 .05 .14
Competence (M/C)

14. T3 Romantic -- 1.00 .28** .36** .23** .06 -.03-.17*
Involvemerit(C)

15. T3 Romantic Rel. - 1.00 .14* .15* .06 -.03-.06
Beginnings and Breakups (C)

16. T3 Avoidant Romantic - 1.00 52* - 52** 33**- 58**
Attachment (C)

17. T3 Anxious Romantic -- 1.00 -.40** .41**- 34**

Attachment (C)

£8




Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

18. T3 Romantic Rel. -- 1.00 -.78** .79*
Satisfaction (C/RP)

19. T3 Romantic Rel. - 100 -59*
Problems (C/RP)

20. T3 Confidence in - 1.00

Romantic Rel. (C/RP)

Note. (M/C) = Mother + Child Report; (M) = Mother Report; (C) = Child Rep@C/RP) = Child + Romantic Partner Report.
15-Year Follow-Up.

?1 = Mother + Child; 2 = Mother Only; 3 = Literature Contfdl.= Female; 2 = Malé1 = Yes; 2 = No.

* p<.05. *p< .01

T1 = Pretest; T3 =
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Table 4c

Intercorrelations Among Six-Year Follow-Up and 15-Year Follow-Up Variabl@sLongitudinal Sample of Children of Divorce

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. T2 Children’s Coping Efficacy (C)  1.00 .38** -.15* .03 - 23%* -.16 .18* -11 21*
2. T2 Children’s Peer Competence (M/C) -- 1.00 -.10 -.13 - 21%* -.26%* .06 -.03 14

3. T3 Romantic Involvement (€) -

4. T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C) -
5. T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C) -

6. T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C) -
7. T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP) - -

8. T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP) -

9. T3 Confidence in Romantic Relationship (C/RP) --

68



Note. (M/C) = Mother + Child Report; (M) = Mother Report; (C) = Child Repf@RP) = Child + Romantic Partner Report. T2 = Six-Year
Follow-Up; T3 = 15-Year Follow-Up.

% =Yes; 2 = No.

*p<.05 *p<.0l.

06
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Table 5

Results of Attrition Analyses

Predictor F
T1 Gross Family Income (M) .06
T1 Children’s Externalizing Problems (M/C) .37
T1 Children’s Internalizing Problems (M/C) 5.52*
T1 Children’s Peer Competence (M/C) .36
T1 Children’s Coping Efficacy (C) *3.48

Note. 0 = Participant did not participate at the 15-year followNig @6); 1 = Participant did
participate at the 15-year follow-up € 194). (M/C) = Mother + Child Report; (M) = Mother
Report; (C) = Child Report.

*p<.10.*p<.05. *p<.01.
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92

Standardized Path Coefficients and Standard Errors: Model with All Particgpant

Model aPathSE Path SE
Predictor: Maternal Warmth

T1 Maternal Warmth (G T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> 21* .09 -14 .08
T3 Romantic InvolvemehtC)

T1 Maternal Warmth (M T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.05 .08 -14 .08
T3 Romantic InvolvemehtC)

T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .07 .08 -.06 .08
T3 Romantic Involvemeh{C)

T1 Maternal Warmth (My» T2 Peer Competence (M/& -.03 .08 -.06 .08
T3 Romantic Involvemeh{C)

T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> 21* .09 .08 .08
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Maternal Warmth (M T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.05 .08 .08 .08
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Maternal Warmth (C» T2 Peer Competence (M/& .07 .08 -12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Maternal Warmth (My» T2 Peer Competence (M/& -.03 .08 -12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> 21* .09 -15 .08

T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
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Model aPathSE Path SE
T1 Maternal Warmth (M}>» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.05 .08 -5 .08
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (C» T2 Peer Competence (M/&) .07 .08 -12 .07
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (M»» T2 Peer Competence (M/&  -.03 .08 .12 .07
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (G T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> 21* .09 -.06 .08
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (M»» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.05 .08 .06 .08
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .07 .08 =21 .07
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (My>» T2 Peer Competence (M/& -.03 .08 -.21** .07
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
Predictor: Maternal Discipline
T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.19* .08 -14 .08
T3 Romantic Involvemeh{C)
T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> .04 .10 -14 .08
T3 Romantic Involvemeh{C)
T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/& -.07 .08 -.06 .08
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T3 Romantic InvolvemehtC)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .07 .09 -.06 .08
T3 Romantic Involvemeh{C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -19* .08 .08 .08
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (C)>» .04 10 .08 .08
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/& -.07 .08 -2 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .07 .09 A2 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> -19* .08 -15 .08
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (C)>» .04 .10 -15 .08
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/I& -.07 .08 .12 .07
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .07 .09 12 .07
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> -.19* .08 .06 .08
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Model aPathSE

Path SE

T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cp> .04 .10
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/&-.07 .08
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .07 .09
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M T2 Coping .02 .07
Efficacy (C)» T3 Romantic Involvemeh{C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Peer .06 .07
Competence (Mp T3 Romantic Involvemeh{C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Coping .02 .07
Efficacy (C)> T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and
Breakups (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M} T2 Peer .06 .07
Competence (Mp T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and
Breakups (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M» T2 Coping .02 .07
Efficacy (C)> T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M} T2 Peer .06 .07

21 .07

21 .07

“14 .08

-.06 .08

.08 .08

A2- .09

%15 .08

A2- .07
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Model aPathSE Path SE
Competence (Mp T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Coping .02 .07 .06 .08
Efficacy (C)> T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M» T2 Peer .06 .07 21¥ 07
Competence (Mp T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.02 .10 -14 .08
T3 Romantic Involveméeh(C)
T1 Follow-Through (M)> T2 Peer Competence (Vg -.04 .09 .06 .08
T3 Romantic InvolvemehtC)
T1 Follow-Through (M)y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -02 .10 .08 .08
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Peer Competence (M} -.04 09 .12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Coping Efficacy (C)> -.02 .10 -15 .08
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M)> T2 Peer Competence (Vg -.04 .09 .12 .07
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.02 10 .06 .08
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Peer Competence (M} -.04 .09 21 07
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
Predictor: I nterparental Conflict

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>» -.08 .07 -14 .08

T3 Romantic InvolveméehtC)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Peer Competence (M}-.02 .07 .06 .08
T3 Romantic Involvemén(C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy» -.08 .07 08 .08
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T2 Peer Competence (M} -.02 .07 -12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>» -.08 .07 -15 .08
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T2 Peer Competence (M} -.02 .07 A2 .07

T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy» -.08 .07 -.06 .08

T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/CP» T2 Peer Competence (M} -.02 .07 =21 .07

T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

Note. (M/C) = Mother + Child Report; (M) = Mother Report; (C) = Child Repdtt = Pretest;
T2 = Six-Year Follow-Up; T3 = 15-Year Follow-Up.

# =Yes; 2 = No.



"p<.10.*p<.05. *p<.01.
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Table 7

Paths Added to Improve Model Fit: Model with All Participants

Path Standardized Path Coefficient SE

T1 Coping Efficacy (C3» T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and -.07 .07
Breakups (C)
T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings 13 .07

and Breakups (€)

T1 Maternal Warmth (GP T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C) .15* .08
T1 Maternal Warmth (M®» T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C).13* .07
T1 Consistent Discipline (G T3 Anxious Romantic -.04 .07

Attachment (C)

Note. (M/C) = Mother + Child Report; (M) = Mother Report; (C) = Child Rep®dd = Pretest;
T3 = 15-Year Follow-Up.

%Paths that were added to improve the fit of Figure 1 and were also addedreoFigr
consistency.

"p<.10.*p<.05. *p<.01.
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Table 8

Tests of Significance for Mediated Effects: Model with All Egodints

Model Mediated Effe@5% Confidence Interval

Lower Limit  Upper Limit

T1 Maternal Warmth (C¥» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy» 1.43 -.077 .002
T3 Romantic Involvemem(C)

T1 Maternal Warmth (C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> -1.49 -.079 .000
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (C) 1.40 -.003 .069
- T3 Romantic Involvemeh(C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (C) 1.46 -.001 071

- T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

*The conventional delta method was used to calculate this estimate,(athe&E,)and Sk, =
(a°SE? + B'SE?)Y? (MacKinnon & Dwyer, 1993; Sobel, 1989MacKinnon, Lockwood, &
Williams’ (2004) asymmetric confidence interval method was used talatdchis estimateél =
Yes; 2 = No.
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Standardized Path Coefficients and Standard Errors: Model with Only Romarticadilved

Participants

Model

aPathSE Path SE
Predictor: Maternal Warmth
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> 27* A1 .06 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (M»» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 .10 .06 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/&) .00 A1 -12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (My» T2 Peer Competence (M/I&  -.07 .10 -12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> 27* A1 -.13 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (My> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 10 .13 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .00 A1 -.08 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (M»» T2 Peer Competence (M/& -.07 .10 .08 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (G T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> 27* A1 -12 .10
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Model

aPathSE Path SE

T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (M T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/&
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (My» T2 Peer Competence (M/&
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (M T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/&)
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (My» T2 Peer Competence (M/&
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (My» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/&)

-.08 10 .12 .10
.00 A1 -.08 .09
-.07 10 -.08 .09
27* A1 17 .10
-.08 .10 17 .10
.00 A1 -.02 .10
-.07 .10 -.02 10
27* A1 -11 10
-.08 .10 -11 .10
.00 A1 -.00 .10
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (M»» T2 Peer Competence (M/&  -.07 .10 -.00 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> 27* A1 17 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (M»» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 .10 17 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .00 A1 .03 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)
T1 Maternal Warmth (My» T2 Peer Competence (M/&  -07 .10 .03 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)
Predictor: Maternal Discipline
T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -27* .10 .06 .09

T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cp> -.01 A2 .06 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/& -.07 A1 -12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/I& .17 A2 -12 .09

T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T1 Consistent Discipline (C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> -27* 10 .13 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»  -.01 A2 13 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/&-.07 A1 .08 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .17 A2 -.08 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> =27 10 A2 .10
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (C)> -.01 12 -12 .10
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/& -.07 A1 -.08 .09
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/I& .17 A2 -.08 .09
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> -27* .10 A7 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cp> -.01 A2 a7 .10

T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/I& -.07 A1 -.02 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .17 A2 -.02 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> -27* .10 -11 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»  -.01 A2 =11 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/&-.07 A1 -.00 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .17 12 .00 10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -27* 10 17 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»  -.01 A2 A7 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Peer Competence (M/&-.07 A1 .03 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Mp T2 Peer Competence (M/& .17 A2 .03 .09

T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M» T2 Coping .08 .09 .06 .09
Efficacy (C)> T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and
Breakups (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M» T2 Peer .07 .09 -12 .09
Competence (Mp T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and
Breakups (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Coping .08 .09 .13 .09
Efficacy (C)> T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M» T2 Peer .07 .09 .08- .09
Competence (Mp T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M T2 Coping .08 .09 12 10
Efficacy (C)> T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Peer .07 .09 .08- .09
Competence (Mp T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Coping .08 .09 *.17 .10
Efficacy (C)> T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Peer .07 .09 -.02 .10
Competence (Mp T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Coping .08 .09 -11 .10

Efficacy (C)> T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M» T2 Peer .07 .09 -.00.10
Competence (Mp T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)
T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (My T2 Coping .08 .09 *.17 .09
Efficacy (C)> T3 Confidence in the Romantic Rel. (C/RP)
T1 Ratio of App. to Inapp. Discipline (M} T2 Peer .07 .09 .03 .09
Competence (Mp T3 Confidence in the Romantic Rel. (C/RP)
T1 Follow-Through (M)y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 A2 .06 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M)> T2 Peer Competence (Vg -.14 12 -12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 12 -.13 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M)> T2 Peer Competence (Vg -14 12 .08 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M)y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 A2 12 10
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Peer Competence (M} -14 12 .08 .09
T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)
T1 Follow-Through (M)y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 A2 717.10

T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Peer Competence (M} -.14 12 -.02.10
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)

T1 Follow-Through (M)y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 A2 -11.10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Follow-Through (M}y> T2 Peer Competence (M} -14 A2 -.00 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Follow-Through (M)y> T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy> -.08 A2 17 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

T1 Follow-Through (My> T2 Peer Competence (M} -.14 A2 .03 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

Predictor: I nterparental Conflict

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy» .00 .09 .06 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T2 Peer Competence (M} .02 10 -12 .09
T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and Breakups (C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>» .00 .09 23 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T2 Peer Competence (M} .02 10 .08 .09
T3 Avoidant Romantic Attachment (C)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy» .00 .09 2 .10
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Model aPathSE Path SE

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T2 Peer Competence (M} .02 10 -.02 .10
T3 Romantic Relationship Satisfaction (C/RP)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy» .00 .09 -11.10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Peer Competence (M} .02 .10 -.00.10
T3 Romantic Relationship Problems (C/RP)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/C» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy» .00 .09 A7 .09
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T2 Peer Competence (M} .02 10 .03 .09

T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

Note. In this analysis, Romantic Involvement was not included as an outcome bdtause a
participants were romantically involved. (M/C) = Mother + Child Regd) = Mother Report;
(C) = Child Report, (C/RP) = Child + Romantic Partner Report. T1 ®8ek2 = Six-Year
Follow-Up; T3 = 15-Year Follow-Up.

"p<.10.*p<.05. *p<.01.
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Table 10

Paths Added to Improve Model Fit: Model with Only Romantically-Involveddiaatits

Path Standardized Path Coefficient SE

T1 Coping Efficacy (C3» T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings and -.01 .02
Breakups (€)
T1 Interparental Conflict (M/Cp T3 Romantic Rel. Beginnings .26%* .08

and Breakups (C)

T1 Maternal Warmth (Cp T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C) .26%* .09
T1 Maternal Warmth (M» T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C)  -.17* .07
T1 Consistent Discipline (G T3 Anxious Romantic Attachment (C) -.10 .09

Note. (M/C) = Mother + Child Report; (M) = Mother Report; (C) = Child Repdtt = Pretest;
T3 = 15-Year Follow-Up.

®Paths that were added to improve the fit of Figure 2 and were also addedreo1Figr
consistency.

*p<.10.*p<.05. *p<.01.
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Table 11

Tests of Significance for Mediated Effects: Model with Only Rooadlgtinvolved Participants

Model Mediated Effe@5% Confidence Interval

Lower Limit  Upper Limit

T1 Maternal Warmth (C¥» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> 1.47 -.001 122
T3 Romantic Satisfaction (C/RP)

T1 Maternal Warmth (C¥» T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy»> 1.48 -.001 .120
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>»-1.50 -.118 .000
T3 Confidence in the Romantic Relationship (C/RP)

T1 Consistent Discipline (Cp T2 Coping Efficacy (Cy>-1.48 -.120 .001

T3 Romantic Satisfaction (C/RP)

®The conventional delta method was used to calculate this estimate, athe&E()and SE, =
(a°SE? + B'SE?)Y? (MacKinnon & Dwyer, 1993; Sobel, 1982MacKinnon, Lockwood, &
Williams’ (2004) asymmetric confidence interval method was used talatdahis estimate.



Figure 1.Participants currently involved in a romantic relationshNp=(139).
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Figure 2.All participants, regardless of romantic involvemexity194).
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Figure 3.CFA for maternal warmth items. ltem 2

(r=.26)
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Figure 4.CFA for maternal discipline iten
(See pg.41 for correlations among

factors)
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Figure 5.Stacked model for all participants, testing gender moderation: males.
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Figure 6.Stacked model for all participants, testing gender moderation: gdemal
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Figure 7.Stacked model for only romantically-involved participants, testing gendderation: males (simpler model with romantic relationship

satisfaction, problems, and confidence variables).
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Figure 8.Stacked model for only romantically-involved participants, testing gendderation: females (simpler model with romantic

relationship satisfaction, problems, and confidence variables).

ARVAR VAR VAR VAR VAR

Pre-Test

Mother/Child-Reported
Interparental Conflict

Six-Year Follow-Up

Child-Reported Maternal Warm

Mother-Reported Maternal
Warmth

Mother/Child-Reported Peer
Competence

15-Year Follow-Up

Child/Romantic PartneiReportes
Romantic Relationship
Satisfaction

Child-Reported Consistent
Discipline

Mother-Reported Consistent
Discipline

Child-Reported Coping Efficacy

Child/Romantic PartneiReportes
Romantic Relationship Problem

"2}

Mother-Reported Ratio of App
To Inapp. Discipline

Mother-Reported Discipline
Follow-Through

;
/

Child/Romantic PartnelReportes
Confidence in the Romantic
Relationship

6TT



Figure 9.Stacked model for only romantically-involved participants, testing geandderation: males (simpler model with relationship

beginnings and breakups and romantic attachment variables).
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Figure 10.Stacked model for only romantically-involved participants, testing gendderation: females (simpler model with relationship

beginnings and breakups and romantic attachment variables).
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Figure 11.Standardized path coefficients for model with all participants (combigedeys).
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Figure 12.Standardized path coefficients for model with only romantically-involveticgzants (combined genders).
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